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STATEMENT  OF  THE  COMMITTEE 


Extension  of  the  State  Capitol  Grounds  northward  has  been  widely 
advocated  for  many  years,  but  prior  to  appointment  of  this  Committee, 
very  little  had  been  done  about  turning  words  into  action. 

Any  project  of  this  nature  requires  a considerable  amount  of  spade 
work.  The  Committee  felt  that  a sound  basis  for  legislative  action 
would  require  a thorough  assemblage  and  analysis  of  all  the  facts,  fol- 
lowed by  a plan  for  action.  The  accompanying  report,  based  on  such  a 
premise,  is  intended  to  serve  as  a guide  for  acquiring  and  developing  the 
Extension  Area. 

Grateful  acknowledgment  is  made  of  the  invaluable  assistance  of  Mal- 
colm H.  Dill,  Planning  Consultant,  who  was  largely  responsible  for  the 
detailed  work  in  connection  with  the  preparation  of  this  report.  The 
Committee  also  wishes  to  express  its  appreciation  of  the  assistance  given 
by  various  agencies  and  individuals  who  worked  with  Mr.  Dill  and  with 
members  of  the  Committee. 
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FINDINGS  IN  BRIEF 


1.  The  Commonwealth  has  a total  investment  in  the  present  Capitol 
grounds,  buildings,  and  furnishings  of  more  than  836,000,000. 

2.  Four  main  reasons  urge  the  proposed  extension  of  the  Capitol 
Grounds: 

( 1 ) Additional  open  space  is  needed  north  of  Capitol  I’ark, 
to  provide  an  adequate  setting  for  the  Capitol  and  the 
two  northern  office  buildings,  and  to  permit  completion 
of  the  main  entrance  to  the  North  Office  Building,  includ- 
ing extensive  grading. 

( 2)  A high  percentage  of  substandard  existing  buildings  in 
the  Extension  Area  has  a depreciating  effect  on  the  State’s 
large  investment  in  the  Capitol  Group. 

(3)  Location  of  the  Capitol  Grounds  in  relation  to  Harris- 
burg’s business  district  creates  traffic  problems  that  affect 
both  State  and  City  interests.  Acquisition  of  the  Exten- 
sion area  would  facilitate  action  for  improving  traffic 
and  parking  conditions. 

(4)  Extension  of  Capitol  Park  to  Forster  Street  would  pro- 
vide sufficient  land  to  permit  future  erection  of  additional 
State  buildings  if  and  when  such  might  be  required. 

3.  To  the  original  16  acres  of  Capitol  Park  the  first  extension  ( 1912- 
1919  ) added  29.6  acres,  of  which  19  were  purchased,  the  remainder 
comprising  streets  and  alleys.  The  proposed  extension  of  Capitol 
Park  would  add  23  acres,  of  which  15  are  in  properties  to  be  ac- 
quired, and  the  remainder  in  streets  and  alleys. 

4.  In  the  proposed  Extension  Area  176  owners  possess  334  properties; 
13  per  cent  of  the  latter  are  held  by  financial  institutions.  (The 
first  extension  included  541  properties. ) 

5.  The  Extension  Area  is  characterized  by  mingling  of  residential,  com- 
mercial and  industrial  uses.  Negro  occupancy  amounts  to  nearly 
50  per  cent. 

6.  A majority  of  the  295  dwelling  units  in  the  Area  are  in  run-down  or 
only  fair  condition;  2 7 per  cent  are  obvious  fire  hazards;  30  per  cent 
have  outside  toilets. 
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7.  As  of  December,  1938,  monthly  residential  rentals  varied  from  $7, 
to  $534.  (The  high  figure  was  for  a large  apartment  building.) 
Median  residential  rent  was  $25. 

8.  As  of  March,  1940,  the  Extension  Area  accounted  for  2.3  per  cent 
of  delinquent  county  and  school  taxes  within  the  City,  while  it  com- 
prised only  1.4  per  cent  and  1.5  per  cent  respectively,  of  the  total 
assessed  valuations. 

9.  Shortage  of  dwellings  in  Harrisburg  has  caused  a higher  percentage 
and  quality  of  occupancy  in  the  Extension  Area  than  the  average 
structure  justifies.  Easing  of  the  shortage  by  new  construction 
would  tend  to  depreciate  these  properties  further  and  faster. 

10.  City  and  County  1940  assessed  valuations  of  the  Extension  Area 
are  $1,549,694  and  $1,378,820.  Based  on  recent  purchases  of  com- 
parable properties,  and  considering  the  present,  and  probable  future 
of  the  area,  $2,750,000  is  estimated  as  a likely  purchase  price  for 
the  tract,  to  which  should  be  added  an  estimated  2^  per  cent,  or 
$68,750,  for  expenses  of  acquisition. 

11.  Possible  methods  of  financing  acquisition  of  the  Extension  Area 
include: 

(1)  Legislative  appropriation  (preferably  for  complete  pur- 
chase at  one  time;  or  a planned  program  of  acquisition 
over  a period  of  years). 

(2 ) An  agreement  by  the  State  to  repay  the  Harrisburg  Hous- 
ing Authority  for  its  intermediary  purchase  of  the  Area 
with  funds  to  be  borrowed  from  the  United  States  Hous- 
ing Authority. 

(3)  A similar  State  agreement  to  repay  the  Harrisburg 
Housing  Authority  for  its  purchase  of  the  Area  through 
sales  of  housing  bonds. 

12.  Preliminary  legal  investigation  indicates  that  existing  legislation 
would  permit  adoption  of  any  of  the  foregoing  three  methods  of 
financing. 

13.  Although  urgently  needed  to  protect  the  Commonwealth’s  present 
and  proposed  investment,  there  are  no  existing  restrictions  as  to  the 
height,  area,  use,  and  character  of  buildings,  or  use  of  the  land,  on 
street  frontage  opposite  the  Capitol  Grounds. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 


Concerning  Purchase  of  the  Extension  Area,  it  is  recommended: 

1.  That  the  1941  session  of  the  State  Assembly  take  action  to  pro- 
vide for  acquisition  of  the  Extension  Area,  and  of  the  additional 
ground  needed  at  the  east  approach  to  iSIemorial  Bridge. 

2.  That  in  default  of  prompt  purchase  of  the  whole  Area,  the  State 

take  steps  to  acquire  now-used  or  usable  property  in  the  Extension 
Area,  such  as  the  Oddfellows  Building,  and  the  north  half  of 
Block  10.  ( See  Eig.  14.) 

Concerning  Streets  in  the  Extension  Area,  it  is  recommended: 

3.  That  North,  Briggs,  Capital,  South,  East,  Cowden,  and  Seventh 
Streets,  with  intervening  alleys,  be  eliminated. 

4.  That  Commonwealth  Avenue  and  Eisher  Plaza  be  extended 
northward  to  Eorster  Street. 

5.  That  the  City  of  Harrisburg  officially  recognize  as  future  con- 
struction projects,  extensions  of  Commonwealth  Avenue  north- 
ward to  Sixth  and  Boas  Streets,  and  southward  to  Eourth  and 
Chestnut  Streets. 

6.  That  widening  of  Eorster  and  Third  Streets  be  done  as  part  of 
the  Extension  Area  development,  and  of  Sixth  and  Seventh  Streets 
as  related  municipal  projects. 

7.  That  cooperation  of  the  City  be  sought  in  improving  the  profile 
and  gradient  of  Forster  Street  at  the  time  of  its  widening  by  the 
State,  and  in  making  adjustments  in  adjacent  streets  affected  by 
changes  in  the  level  of  Forster  Street. 

8.  That  the  entrance  and  exit  drives  northward  and  southward  from 
the  proposed  Capitol  Plaza  garage  provide  for  two-way  traffic,  in 
order  to  avoid  concentration  of  all  exiting  cars  at  one  point,  thus 
involving  an  excessive  number  of  left  turns  during  peak-traffic 
hours. 

9.  That  if  street  revisions  cannot  all  be  achieved  at  one  time,  the 
first  phase  include  changes  within  the  North-Briggs  strip  of 
blocks;  the  second  phase  to  include  the  Briggs-Forster  strip. 


Concerning  Blocks  in  the  Extension  Area,  it  is  recommended: 

10.  That  a distinction  be  recognized  between  a permanent  park  belt 
along  the  south  half  of  the  Area,  and  a strip  of  building  sites  along 
the  north  half,  and  east  of  Fisher  Plaza. 


Concerning  Demolition  of  Buildings,  it  is  recommended : 

1 1.  That  all  structures  in  the  Park  Belt  except  the  Oddfellows  Build- 
ing, and  all  substandard  structures  in  other  portions  of  the  Area, 
be  demolished  as  soon  as  possible  after  acquisition  by  the  State. 

12.  That  whether  or  not  the  Harrisburg  Housing  Authority  becomes 
financially  involved  in  acquisition  of  the  Extension  Area,  its 
assistance  be  sought  in  connection  with  the  timing  of  demolition. 

C oncerning  Underground  Utility  Lines,  it  is  recommended: 

13.  That  undertaking  of  changes  be  preceded  by  careful  study  of 
projected  grading  in  connection  with  redesign  of  streets  and 
blocks,  so  as  to  assure  the  minimum  amount  of  alteration  of 
utilities,  and  to  avoid  subsequent  readjustments. 

Concerning  the  Park  Belt  (See  Fig.  19),  it  is  recommended : 

14.  That  it  constitute  a permanent  park  setting  for  the  north  side  of 
the  Brunner  Plan  group  of  buildings,  now  completed. 

15.  That  it  be  planned  as  an  extension  of  the  informal  character 
exemplified  by  the  present  grounds  west  and  south  of  the  Capitol 
group. 

16.  That  it  be  planned  as  a unit  by  a landscape  architect  (the  latter 
to  be  selected  from  a list  furnished  or  approved  by  the  Pennsyl- 
vania Chapter  of  the  American  Society  of  Landscape  Architects ) , 
careful  study  being  given  to  the  relation  between  proposed  grad- 
ing of  the  Park  Belt  and  of  adjacent  streets  and  building  sites. 

Concerning  Interim  Use  of  Building  Sites  A,  B,  C,  and  D (See  Fig.  19), 
it  is  recommended : 

17.  That  during  the  first  interim  period  (prior  to  completion  of  all 
street  alterations),  having  eliminated  undesirable  buildings,  the 
State  utilize  any  remaining  suitable  structures.  Probably  in- 
cluded would  be  the  Oddfellows  Building  and  the  structures  in 
the  north  half  of  Block  10.  (See  Fig.  14.) 
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18.  That  any  other  remaining  structures  be  rented  by  the  Common- 
wealth as  lessor  until  their  sites  are  needed  for  permanent  State 
buildings.  Probably  included  would  be  43  dwellings  in  Blocks 
3,  4,  and  5,  and  the  filling  station,  garage  court,  and  cinder  block 
building  in  the  south  half  of  Block  10. 

19.  That  the  State  and  City  cooperate  in  selecting  one  or  more  areas 
for  interim  use  as  public  playgrounds. 

20.  That  space  not  otherwise  needed  be  made  suitably  available  for 
car  parking,  preferably  with  a moderate  rental  charge. 


Concerning  the  Parking  Problem,  it  is  recommended: 

21.  That  a comprehensive  study  be  made  of  parking  in  relation  to  the 
Capitol  Grounds,  existing  and  proposed,  and  to  city  motor  traffic 
and  public  transit,  so  as  to  determine  the  best  permanent  solution 
from  the  standpoint  of  all  concerned. 


Concerning  Provision  for  Improvement  of  the  Extension  Area,  it  is  rec- 
ommended: 

22.  That  in  respect  to  such  suitable  activities  as  demolition  of  build- 
ings, revision  of  streets,  alteration  of  utility  lines,  and  develop- 
ment of  the  Park  Belt,  future  opportunities  for  alleviating  unem- 
ployment and  achieving  economies  through  use  of  relief  labor 
be  investigated  and  planned  for  during  the  period  of  acquisition, 
so  as  to  avoid  subsequent  delays  in  starting  work. 


Concerning  Protective  Regulations  and  Covenants  for  the  Environs  of 
Capitol  Park,  it  is  recommended: 

23.  That  the  City  of  Harrisburg  have  a zoning  ordinance  prepared  as 
soon  as  possible. 

24.  That  the  City  pass  an  ordinance  requiring  owners  of  frontage 
facing  Capitol  Park  to  submit  proposed  uses  and  structures  for 
approval  of  the  State  Art  Commission. 

25.  That  the  State  seek  passage  of  an  Act  covering  the  same  item. 

26.  That  efforts  be  made  to  organize  a Capitol  Park  Association, 
formed  of  all,  or  as  many  as  possible,  of  the  owners  of  present 
or  prospective  frontage  on  Capitol  Park  and  its  Extension,  for 
the  purpose  of  promoting  the  optimum  development  of  that  front- 
age, and  to  confer  with  the  State  Art  Commission  toward  that  end. 
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Fig.  1.  The  first  extension  area,  east  of  the  Capitol,  looked  like  this  in  1910. 


Fig.  2.  The  same  area  thirty  years  later. 


All  buildings  proposed  by  the  Erunner  Plan  have  been  completed. 
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THE  PROPOSED  EXTENSION  OF  THE  STATE 
CAPITOL  GROUNDS  AT 
HARRISBURG,  PENNSYLVANIA 


I.  INTRODUCTION 


The  original  Capitol  Park,  comprising  an  area 
of  16  acres,  was  acquired  at  intervals  prior  to 
1873.  A four-acre  tract  donated  by  John  Harris, 
the  younger,  founder  of  Harrisburg,  formed  the 
nucleus  of  the  site.  Ten  acres  were  added  by 
purchase  from  William  Maclay,  Harris’  son-in- 
law,  and  one  of  Pennsylvania’s  first  two  United 
States  Senators.  A connecting  strip,  including  sev- 
eral properties,  rounded  out  the  site.  Cost  of  all 
acreage  purchased  was  $36,430,  or  S3,028  per 
acre. 

With  completion  of  the  present  Capitol  build- 
ing in  1906,  following  the  burning  of  the  original 
structure  in  1897,  it  became  evident  that  con- 
struction of  any  additional  buildings  in  Capitol 
Park  would  detract  seriously  from  the  dignity 
of  the  Capitol  and  its  setting.  By  1911  the  need 
for  more  office  space  had  become  pressing.  The 
first  step  in  an  expansion  program  was  taken  wUen. 
by  Act  of  .\ssembly,  approved  June  16,  1911, 
Governor  Tener  appointed  three  citizens  as  mem- 
bers of  the  Capitol  Park  Extension  Commission. 

“.  . . to  acquire  title  in  the  Common- 
wealth to  all  the  land  . . . within  the  fol- 
lowing boundaries,  namely,  on  the  west, 
by  the  present  eastern  line  of  Capitol 
Park;  on  the  north,  by  the  southern  line 
of  North  Street ; on  the  east  by  the  west- 
ern line  of  the  right-of-ivay  of  the  Penn- 
sylvania Railroad  Company,  and  on  the 
south,  by  the  northern  line  of  Walnut 
Street.” 

This  tract,  including  streets  and  alleys,  com- 
prised 29.59  acres.  The  net  area  purchased  con- 


tained 19.05  acres,*  including  538  separate  build- 
ings, and  3 vacant  lots.  .Acquisition  extended 
from  February,  1912,  to  Alarch,  1919.  Cost  of 
all  properties  acquired  was  $2,276,070.  Buildings 
on  the  site,  except  for  a few  that  were  used  tem- 
porarily for  State  offices,  were  demolished  follow- 
ing acquisition. 

In  1916  .Arnold  W.  Brunner,  .Architect,  wms  em- 
ployed to  devise  a plan  of  development  for  the 
new  Capitol  Park.  Warren  H.  Manning  was  re- 
tained as  Consulting  Landscape  Architect.  The 
comprehensive  scheme,  since  known  as  the  “Brun- 
ner Plan,”  was  the  result  of  their  joint  efforts. 

The  first  structure  to  be  erected  in  accordance 
with  the  Brunner  Plan  was  the  South  Office  Build- 
ing, completed  in  1920.  Space  therein  being  in- 
adequate for  all  needs,  three  smaller  “Temporary 
Buildings”  (still  in  current  use  after  twenty  years) 
were  erected  to  the  north  of  it,  and  east  of  the 
Capitol.  Two  more  “Temporary  Buildings”  fol- 
lowed in  1925  and  1929.  In  the  latter  year  the 
North  Office  Building  was  completed.  The  Edu- 
cation and  Finance  Buildings,  occupied  respectively 
in  1931  and  1939,  filled  in  the  last  two  spaces 
allotted  for  structures  in  the  Capitol  Park  plan. 
^Memorial  Bridge,  authorized  in  1919,  and  essen- 
tially completed  in  1930,  centers  on  the  east-west 
axis  of  the  Capitol  group,  forming  the  eastern 
approach  to  Capitol  Park  from  “The  Hill”  section 
of  the  City.  The  State’s  total  investment  in  the 
Capitol  area.  Including  grounds,  structures,  and 
furnishings,  amounts  to  more  than  $36,000,000  as 
shown  by  Table  .A. 

* In  1928,  .41  acre  was  sold  to  the  Pennsylvania  Rail- 
road in  connection  with  track  relocation  necessitated  by 
construction  of  the  State  Aleniorial  Bridse. 


TABLE  A--INVEST]\IENT  OF  THE  STATE  IN  THE  PRESENT  CAPITOL  PARK 

AREA 


Cost 


LAND 

Original  16-acre  site,  including  gift  of  4 acres ? 36,430 

Extension  of  1912-19  (29.59  acres)  2,276,070 

Total  $2,312,500 

Less  .41  acre  sold  to  Pennsylvania  Railroad  in  1928  45,100 

$2,267,400 

Net  total  cost  of  present  site $2,267,400 


Completed 


Cost 


BUILDINGS 


Museum  Building  

1894 

$ 500,000 

Capitol  Building 

1906 

10,073,000 

South  Office  Building 

1920 

3,250,000 

North  Office  Building  

1929 

3,000,000 

Education  Building  

1931 

5,500,000 

Finance  Building  

1939 

5,200,000 

$27,523,000 

d otal  cost  of  buildings 

$27,523,000 

MEMORL\L  BRIDGE— (Constructed  1919-30; 

not  entirely  completed  . . 

4,000,000 

FURNISHINGS  

2,500,000 

Grand  Total  

$36,290,400 

iVIr.  Brunner  and  his  associates  felt  that  addi- 
tional land  should  be  acquired  beyond  North 
Street,  but  because  of  the  cost  involved  in  its 
purchase,  this  extension  was  not  pressed.  North 
Street  thus  became  the  northern  boundary  of  the 
tract,  with  the  expectation  that  it  would  be  low- 
ered and  regraded.  As  evidence  that  such  action 
was  anticipated,  grading  and  the  main  entrance 
approach  on  the  north  side  of  the  North  Office 
Building  have  remained  uncompleted  for  the  past 
eleven  years.  (See  Fig.  9.)  North  Street  has 
not  been  lowered,  on  the  one  hand,  because  of 
the  cost  that  would  be  involved  in  street  recon- 
struction, in  relocation  of  utilities,  and  in  payment 
for  heavy  damages  to  adjacent  private  properties; 
and  on  the  other  hand,  because  of  the  weight 
of  feeling  that  Capitol  Park  should  eventually  be 
extended  northward,  in  which  case  North  Street 
and  these  private  holdings  would  be  eliminated. 


Generally  speaking,  properties  in  the  northward 
vicinity  of  Capitol  Park  have  shown  a tendency 
in  recent  years  to  deteriorate  rather  than  to  un- 
dergo improvement,  but  a recent  considerable 
change  in  use  of  property  at  the  corner  of  Third 
and  North  Streets  serves  as  a reminder  that  at 
any  time  extensive  development  might  occur  which 
would  add  greatly  to  the  cost  of  acquisition  of  land 
for  extension  of  the  Capitol  Grounds. 

The  time  therefore  seems  ripe  for  a thorough 
analysis  of  all  factors  involved  in  a second  exten- 
sion of  Capitol  Park.  The  purpose  of  this  report 
will  be  to  review  the  project, — presenting  all  per- 
tinent facts,  making  estimates  of  costs,  where  prac- 
ticable, and  recommending  procedures, — as  a basis 
for  timely  action  by  the  elected  and  appointed 
representatives  of  the  people  of  the  Commonwealth 
of  Pennsylvania. 


EXISTING  STREETS  AND  BUXKS  IN  THE  VICINITY  OE  THE 
CAPITOL  GROUNDS  EXTENSION  AREA 

HARRISBURG.  PA, 


II.  SCOPE  AND  PURPOSES  OF  THE  PROPOSED 

EXTENSION  AREA 


The  area  included  in  the  proposed  enlargement 
of  the  Capitol  Grounds  extends  from  and  including 
North  Street  to  the  south  side  of  Forster  Street, 
and  from  the  east  line  of  Third  Street  to  the  Penn- 
sjdvania  Railroad  right-of-way  east  of  Seventh 
Street. 

The  gross  area  of  this  tract  is  23.0  acres, — 6.6 
acres  less  than  were  contained  in  the  first  extension. 
Streets  and  alleys  include  7.84  acres;  service  access 
ways  total  .22  of  an  acre;  the  net  area  to  be  pur- 
chased comprises  14.94  acres.  Properties  involved 
total  334,*  as  compared  with  541  in  the  first  exten- 
sion project. 

Several  factors  appear  to  justify  the  Extension 
Project: 

( 1 ) AUDITIOX.\L  OPEN  SPACE  IS  NEEDED 
NORTH  OF  THE  CAPITOL,  THE 

FINANCE  BUILDING  AND  THE 

NORTH  OFFICE  BUILDING. 

The  Park  extends  more  than  600  feet  southward 
from  the  Capitol  Building  to  Walnut  Street,  but 
only  170  feet  to  the  north.  Both  the  North  Office 
Building  and  the  Finance  Building  are  set  within 
a few  feet  of  the  south  line  of  North  Street.  The 
present  sidewalk  runs  alongside  the  facade  of  the 
Finance  Building,  and  a double  ramp  which  gives 
access  to  the  northeast  wing  takes  up  part  of  the 
sidewalk  width. 


* This  figure  includes  one  residential  propert}'  on  Sixth 
.Street  obtained  by  the  Commonwealth  through  a bequest, 
the  legality  of  which  has  been  upheld. 


When  the  North  Office  Building  was  erected  the 
supposition  was  that  either  Capitol  Park  would 
be  extended  northward,  or  the  hump  in  the  profile 
of  North  Street  at  that  point  would  be  cut  down. 
Accordingly  the  finished  grade  at  the  building  line 
is  10  feet  or  so  below  the  present  street  level. 
Since  1929  a makeshift  wooden  platform  has  given 
access  to  the  main  entrance  to  this  building.  (Fig. 
9.)  Steep  ramps  connect  North  Street  with  the 
sub-terrace  garage  between  the  North  Office  Build- 
ing and  the  Capitol. 

Extension  of  the  grounds  northward,  with  suit- 
able grading  and  planting,  would  provide  an  ade- 
quate, balanced  setting  for  the  front  of  the  Capitol. 
It  would  also  supply  a much  needed  foreground 
for  both  the  Finance  and  North  Office  Buildings 
in  the  latter  case  permitting  unfinished  grading  and 
approaches  to  be  properly  completed. 

(2)  A HIGH  PERCENTAGE  OF  RUN-DOWN 
AND  SUBSTANDARD  BUILDINGS  IN 
THE  EXTENSION  AREA  HAS  A DEPRE- 
CIATING EFFECT  ON  THE  STATE’S 
INVESTMENT  OF  S36, 000,000  IN  CAPI- 
TOL PARK. 

In  the  blocks  directly  across  from  the  new 
$5,200,000  Finance  Building  there  are  more  than 
50  structures  that  constitute  obvious  fire  hazards. 
(See  Fig.  16,  page  19.)  With  some  of  these  as 
near  as  70  feet  to  the  Finance  Building,  an  exten- 
sive conflagration  might  seriously  damage  that 
structure,  both  outside  and  inside. 

At  least  in  the  eastern  half  of  the  proposed  Ex- 
tension .Area,  properties  have  deteriorated  to  such 


Fig.  4.  Tlie  white  line  indicates  the  scope  of  the  proposed  Extension  .\rea. 
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I-ig.  5.  The  Capitol’s  ample  altitude  above  Third  Street  helps  to  compensate  for  the  comparatively  narrow  width  of 

the  intervening  park  strip. 


an  extent  that  there  is  no  incentive  for  individual 
owners  to  take  advantage  of  the  proximity  of  Capi- 
tol Park  by  renovating  existing  structures  or  erect- 
ing new  ones.  The  City’s  average  assessed  valua- 
tion of  the  23  dwellings  which  front  on  North 
Street  between  East  and  Seventh  Streets  is  $1,878, 
including  land  and  buildings.  Of  these  dwellings 
15  are  assessed  at  $850  or  less:  only  four  exceed 
$1,000.  One,  located  on  a $1,000  lot,  is  valued  at 
$200!  Such  is  the  present  outlook  from  the  main 
entrance  at  the  north  front  of  the  Finance  Build- 
ing. (Fig.  11.) 

Fortunately  the  north  side  of  Forster  Street  is 
generally  characterized  by  a better  type  of  struc- 
ture than  those  between  North  and  Forster  Streets, 
particularly  in  the  section  between  East  and  Sev- 
enth Streets.  Forster  Street  would  therefore  form 
a more  satisfactory  permanent  boundary  for  the 
Capitol  Grounds  than  North  Street  does  now.  Fur- 
thermore, with  Capitol  Park  extended  north  two 
blocks  there  would  Ire  sufficient  width  so  that 


even  after  considerable  widening  of  Forster  Street 
on  the  south  side  there  would  be  ample  room  for 
any  possible  future  State  buildings  to  be  set  back 
from  the  street  far  enough  to  eliminate  fire  risk 
from  external  sources,  and  to  assure  provision  of 
satisfactory  foreground  on  the  Forster  Street  side. 

(3)  THE  LOCATION  OF  THE  CAPITOL 
GROUNDS  IN  RELATION  TO  HARRIS- 
BURG’S BUSINESS  DISTRICT  CRE- 
ATES TRAFFIC  PROBLEMS  THAT  AF- 
FECT BOTH  STATE  AND  CITY  INTER- 
ESTS. 

Steps  toward  betterment  of  traffic  conditions 
in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  Capitol  Park  have 
included  both  marginal  and  interior  street  improve- 
ments. The  former  consisted  of  widening  Third 
and  Walnut  Streets  to  48  and  52-foot  pavements 
respectively.  Within  the  boundaries  of  Capitol 
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Park  have  been  located  Commonwealth  Avenue 
and  Fisher  Plaza,*  with  52  and  80-foot  roadways, 
and  the  one-way  North  and  South  Drives,  each 
36  feet  wide.  Construction  of  these  new  traffic- 
ways  was  in  accordance  with  the  Act  of  Assembly** 
which  created  the  Capitol  Park  Extension  Com- 
mission, and  which  specified 

“that  the  said  Commission  shall  lay  out 
not  less  than  two  streets  or  public  high- 
ways, running  northwardly  and  south- 
wardly through  the  said  district,  and  one 
eastwardly  and  westwardly  . . 

Construction  of  Memorial  Bridge  on  the  line  of 
State  Street  has  provided  an  exceptionally  fine 
eastern  approach  to  the  Capitol  Grounds  as  well 
as  to  the  business  district  of  Harrisburg. 

To  the  north  of  Capitol  Park  lies  the  unim- 
proved portion  of  the  street  pattern.  North  Street, 
which  forms  the  marginal  thoroughfare,  has  only 
a 33-foot  pavement.  That  it  is  highly  inadequate 
to  cope  with  traffic  demands  is  demonstrated  daily 
during  the  rush  hour. 

Into  it  from  the  south  feeds  Fisher  Plaza,  the 
northward  outlet  of  State  Street  and  Memorial 
Bridge.  This  street  is  dead-ended  at  North  Street, 
and  so  traffic  must  turn  westward  thereon  or  make 
a sharp  reverse  turn  into  narrow  Seventh  Street. 
(Fig.  12.)  Also  from  the  south  comes  Common- 
wealth Avenue,  which  likewise  dead-ends  in  effect, 
inasmuch  as  its  52-foot  roadway  bottlenecks  into 
the  22-foot  width  of  East  Street.  (Fig.  13.) 

.\11  streets  from  the  north  between  Third  Street 
and  the  Railroad  stop  at  North  Street,  if  we  ex- 
cept the  previously-mentioned  East  Street,  and 
the  short  jog  at  Seventh  Street.  Sixth  Street,  like 
Seventh,  carries  a large  volume  of  traffic,  which 
must  turn  right  or  left  onto  North  Street. 

As  already  noted,  the  entrance  and  exit  to  the 
Capitol-terrace  garage,  which  stores  some  70  cars, 


* The  not  verj'  generally  known  name  of  the  broad 
north  and  south  street  at  the  west  end  of  Memorial 
Bridge. 

**  June  16,  1911  (Penna.  Laws,  Page  1027). 


now  involve  steep  ramps  to  and  from  North  Street. 
During  the  late  afternoon  rush  period,  egress  up 
to  the  street  is  difficult  and  dangerous  for  the 
numerous  users  of  the  garage. 

Acquisition  of  the  land  as  far  as  Forster  Street 
would  provide  sufficient  width  to  permit  its  being 
widened  as  an  ample  marginal  thoroughfare;  would 
permit  satisfactory  connections  between  li.sher 
Plaza  and  Seventh  Street,  and  between  Common- 
wealth Avenue  and  Sixth  Street,  and  would  facili- 
tate safe  and  convenient  issue  of  traffic  from  the 
Capitol  garage. 

It  may  be  justifiably  remarked  that  it  is  not  up 
to  the  State  to  solve  Harrisburg's  traffic  problems. 
In  the  instances  mentioned  above,  however,  inter- 
ests of  the  State  are  clearly  involved.  Also,  there 
are  two  good  reasons  why  the  State  should  co- 
operate with  the  City  in  working  out  improve- 
ments in  traffic  conditions  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
Capitol  Grounds.  One  is  that  occupancy  by  the 
latter  of  half  the  width  of  lower  Harrisburg’s 
restricted  site — between  river  and  railroad — adds 
greatly  to  the  City’s  traffic  difficulties.  The  sec- 
ond reason  is  that  at  the  present  time  close  to  a 
thousand  cars  of  State  employees  are  parked  daily 
in  or  near  Capitol  Park.  Practically  simultaneous 
mingling  of  this  large  group  of  vehicles  with  the 
City’s  traffic  flow  during  rush  hours  is  by  far  the 
largest  single  factor  in  what  has  become  a com- 
plicated and  difficult  problem. 

For  the  above  reasons  it  seems  logical  to  con- 
sider localized  improvement  of  traffic  conditions 
as  one  of  the  purposes  for  extending  the  Capitol 
Grounds. 

(4)  EXTENSION  OF  CAPITOL  PARK  TO 
FORSTER  STREET  WOULD  PRO\’IDE 
SUFFICIENT  LAND  TO  PERMIT  EREC- 
TION OF  ADDITIONAL  STATE  BUILD- 
INGS IF  SUCH  SHOULD  BE  REQUIRED 
IN  THE  FUTURE. 

At  the  time  of  the  first  extension  of  Capitol 
Park  it  appeared  that  sufficient  ground  had  been 
acquired  to  satisfy  prospective  needs  for  State 
building  sites.  Yet  the  large  new  Northwest  Office 
Building  at  Capital  and  Forster  Streets  which 
houses  the  Liquor  Control  Board,  has  already  been 
located  outside  of  Capitol  Park. 
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Contrasting  with  the  recent  period  of  building 
construction  in  and  near  the  Capitol  grounds,  to 
house  State  departments,  present  administrative 
policy  aims  at  the  most  effective  use  of  present 
structures,  and  reduction  of  rented  space  to  the 
minimum.  It  is  difficult  to  foresee  whether  or  not 
additional  sites  for  State  buildings  may  be  required 
at  some  future  time,  but  it  seems  wise  not  to  limit 
the  current  Extension  project  to  the  very  minimum 


of  ground  needed  as  a park  setting  for  the  present 
building  group.  Purchase  of  land  to  Forster 
Street  would  not  only  provide  an  adequate  area 
for  protection  of  the  State’s  large  investment  in 
Capitol  Park,  but  also  permit  any  possible  future 
structures  to  be  grouped  in  convenient  close  rela- 
tionship to  each  other,  and  to  buildings  of  the  pres- 
ent Capitol  Group,  without  encroaching  on  needed 
open  space. 


Fig.  6.  A meat-packing  plant  forms  the  end  of  the  vista  along  Primrose  Street. 
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III.  PRESENT  STATUS  OF  THE  PROPOSED 
EXTENSION  AREA 


A brief  inventory  of  present  conditions  in  the 
area  proposed  for  extension  of  the  Capitol  grounds 
will  give  a more  complete  understanding  of  sev- 
eral factors  involved  in  its  acquisition.  Pertinent 
aspects  include  ownership,  uses  and  physical  con- 
dition of  properties,  and  economic  and  social  con- 
ditions. 

(1)  SUMMARY  OF  PROPERTY  OWNERSHIP 
(March,  1940) 

Separate  groups  of  data  were  obtained  at  sev- 
eral different  times,  ranging  from  July,  1938  to 
March,  1940.  Though  some  minor  modifications 
have  occurred  since  1938,  and  one  considerable 
change  in  use, — in  the  Third  and  North  Street 
block, — all  the  data  are  still  essentially  valid.  The 
date  following  each  subheading  indicates  when  the 
information  was  obtained. 

Table  B following  shows  that  43  properties, 
or  13  per  cent  of  the  334  involved,  have  been  taken 
over  by  banks,  trust  companies,  or  building  and 
loan  associations.  These  holdings  are  distributed 
throughout  11  of  the  20  blocks  in  the  Area,  with 
more  than  half  of  Block  12  (bounded  by  Briggs, 
Seventh,  Primrose,  and  Cowden  Streets),  so  owned. 


For  all  of  Harrisburg,  according  to  the  City  As- 
sessor’s Office,  the  percentage  of  properties  held  by 
financial  institution  is  only  5.3  per  cent  of  all  prop- 
erties in  the  City.* 

Of  the  5 properties  acquired  for  taxes,  and  now 
held  by  the  City,  4 are  in  Block  7,  on  Forster  and 
Brown  Streets,  and  1 is  in  Block  9,  also  on  Brown 
Street.  Two  others  on  Sixth  Street  have  recently 
been  redeemed  by  former  owners.  The  property 
at  707  Sixth  Street  was  recently  willed  to  the 
State. 

Of  the  10  properties  owned  by  religious  organi- 
zations only  three  are  places  of  worship.  Although 
the  latter  are  not  subject  to  condemnation  by  Penn- 
sylvania municipalities , according  to  the  Legisla- 
tive Reference  Bureau  neither  the  Constitution  of 
the  Commonwealth  nor  any  legislative  act  limits 
the  rights  of  the  State  in  respect  to  its  acquisition 
of  such  properties. 


* Total  number  of  properties  listed  is  24,624,  including 
477  taken  over  for  taxes  by  the  City,  and  326  additional 
untaxable  properties.  Of  this  total,  financial  institutions 
own  not  less  than  1300. 


Fig.  7.  Additional  open  space  is  needed  north  of  the  Capitol. 
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Fig.  8.  The  present  informal  park  south  of  the  Capitol  Group  is  of  adequate  proportions. 


(2)  SUMM.\RY  OF  PROPERTY  USES 
(March,  1940) 

The  Map  of  Present  Use  and  Development  (Fig. 
14)  shows  the  location  of  buildings  in  accordance 
with  the  following  classifications:  Residential, 
Subsidiary  Residential  (generally  private  garages), 
Residential  and  Commercial,  Commercial,  Public 
and  Semi-public,  and  Yacant  Ground. 

The  whole  area  is  characterized  by  intermixture 
of  types  of  use.  Only  Block  10  and  11  are  entirely 
commercial,  and  only  Block  15,  which  is  really 
only  a quarter-block,  is  wholly  residential.  All 
of  the  others  include  one  or  more  business  or  other 
non-residential  occupancies  intermingled  with  resi- 
dences— a condition  characteristic  of  unzoned  com- 


munities, and  an  important  factor  in  causing  blight 
of  real  property  values. 

Classification  of  occupancies  within  the  Area  may 
be  further  simplified,  as  follows:  RESIDENCE 
ONLY  (dwellings  with  or  without  rental  of  rooms; 
apartments),  266,  or  80  per  cent:  RESIDENCE 
COMBINED  WITH  BUSINESS  (usually  business 
on  first  floor,  with  residence  above),  29,  or  9 per 
cent;  BUSINESS  AND  OTHER  NON-RESI- 
DENTIAL  USES  (churches,  schools,  filling  sta- 
tions, warehouses,  etc.),  38,  or  11  per  cent.  Total 
or  partial  residential  use  thus  includes  295  prop- 
erties, or  88  per  cent  of  the  total.  Negro  occupancy 
occurs  in  slightly  less  than  50  per  cent  of  the  resi- 
dential properties. 


TABLE  B— SUMMARY  OF  PROPERTY  OWNERSHIP  IN  THE  CAPITOL 

GROUNDS  EXTENSION  AREA 


Number  of  Number  of 

Classification  Owners  Properties 


Individual  Owners  or  Partnerships 155 

Banks,  Trust  Companies,  Building  and  Loan  Associations  8 

City  of  Harrisburg  1 

Harrisburg  School  District  1 

Commonwealth  of  Pennsylvania 1 

Religious  Organizations  4 

Secular  Organizations  Lodges,  etc 4 

Large  Corporations  3 


257 

43 

5 

3 

1 

10 

11 

5 


Total 


176  334 
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Fig.  9.  The  ungraded  hump  at  Sixth  and  North  Streets 
still  persists,  eleven  years  after  completion  of  the  North 
Office  Building,  to  the  main  entrance  of  which  a plank 
bridge  serves  as  the  approach. 


(3)  SUMMARY  OF  PHYSICAL  DEFICIEN- 
CIES OF  PROPERTIES  (July,  1938). 

Conditions  noted  in  Fig.  15  are  as  of  July,  1938, 
but  17  dwellings  (16  in  Block  20,  1 in  Block  7, 
all  substandard),  removed  since  that  date,  have 
been  excluded  from  the  figures  which  follow. 

Of  the  295  structures  used  for  residence,  119 
were  in  run-down  condition,  and  52  were  in  only 
fair  shape;  106  had  poor  light  and  air,  while  68 
were  only  fair  in  that  respect;  81  constituted  se- 
rious fire  hazards,  and  39  were  moderate  menaces; 
88  had  outdoor  toilets,  but  none  inside;  33  had 
running  water  outside  but  not  inside;  and  3 had 
no  running  water  inside  or  out. 

There  has  been  no  appreciable  correction  of 
deficiencies  since  the  survey.  Worst  conditions  are 
found  in  the  8th  ward  blocks  east  of  Sixth  Street, 
but  there  is  not  a residential  block  in  the  Area 
in  which  at  least  one  type  of  substandard  factor  is 
not  present  to  a marked  degree. 

(4)  SUMMARY  OF  ECONOMIC  CONDI- 
TIONS {Rentals — Deceynher,  1938:  Tax 
Delinquencies — March,  1940) 

In  December,  1938,  the  area  in  question  was 
covered  by  the  Harrisburg  Real  Property  Inven- 
tory. Residential  rentals  were  among  the  data 
obtained.  Figures  given  in  TABLE  C are  based 
either  on  the  actual  rent  reported  as  paid  by  the 
tenant  or  lessee,  or  in  the  case  of  owner  occupancy, 
the  amount  which  he  gave  as  the  probable  figure 
that  the  property  would  bring  if  rented.  In  a num- 
ber of  cases,  the  occupant  (renter  or  owner)  de- 
rives considerable  additional  income  from  rental  of 
rooms  or  apartments.  Where  first  floors  are  used 


for  business,  only  residential  portions  are  included 
in  rental  figures. 

In  Table  C,  North  Street  is  separated  into 
two  parts,  because  rentals  westward  from  East 
Street  are  very  much  higher  than  they  are  east- 
ward. No  such  variation  is  found  on  either  of 
the  other  long  streets — Briggs  or  Forster. 

Due  to  Harrisburg’s  policy  of  selling  properties 
for  overdue  taxes  there  is  no  delinquency  of  City 
taxes  in  the  Area.  However,  the  seven  dwellings 
taken  over  by  the  City,  as  previously  noted,  are 
a reflection  of  formerly-unpaid  City  taxes. 

School  taxes  are  based  on  the  City’s  rather  than 
the  County’s  assessed  valuation,  but  delinquent 
School  and  County  taxes  in  conformity  with  State 
law,  are  recorded  together  in  the  County  Treas- 
urer’s office.  In  a few  instances  both  these  tax 
groups  go  at  least  as  far  back  as  1931.  For  that 
year  six  properties  within  the  Extension  Area  owe 
a modest  total  of  $31.68  to  the  County,  and  three  of 
the  same  ones  owe  $39.84  in  School  taxes.  Most 
of  the  debts  are  being  paid  in  small  installments. 
For  1932,  twenty  properties  owe  the  County 
$133.65,  and  the  School  District  $317.15.*  For 
the  years  following  1932  the  amounts  increase  an- 
nually. 

Table  D indicates  that  the  percentage  of  1938 
overdue  taxes,  both  County  and  School,  in  the 
Extension  Area,  is  somewhat  higher  than  the 
Area’s  proportionate  share  of  the  total  assessed 
valuation  of  Harrisburg’s  real  property.  It  can 
hardly  be  said,  however,  that  tax  delinquency  of 
Extension  Area  properties  is  excessive  in  compari- 
son with  that  for  the  whole  City. 


* All  1931  and  1932  Extension  Area  deliiKiuencies  were 
offered  at  tax  sale  in  May,  1940.  With  very  few  offers 
made,  most  properties  fell,  with  existing  encumbrances, 
into  conditional  possession  of  the  County  Commissioners 
and  the  School  Board. 


Fig.  10.  There  is  barely  room  for  a narrow  sidewalk 
between  the  Finance  Building  and  North  Street  traffic. 
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Fig.  11.  Incongruous  neighbors.  This  is  the  main  entrance  approach  to  the  $5,200,000  Finance  Building. 


TABLE  C— MONTHLY  RESIDENTIAL  RENTALS  IN  THE  CAPITOL  GROUNDS 

EXTENSION  AREA 


Street  Name 

Number  of  Lowest 
Properties  Rent 

Highest 

Rent 

Median 

Rent 

Remarks 

BRIGGS  

....  65 

$1 1 

$136.50 

$30 

Only  2 properties  over  $65 

BROWN 

. . 16 

7 

17 

12 

CAPITAL 

22 

10 

98 

42.50 

COWDEN 

. . 18 

12 

40 

17 

Only  2 properties  over  $25 

EAST  

19 

12 

75 

20 

Only  1 property  over  $25 

EORSTER  

24 

10 

40 

25 

JAMES  

. . . . 15 

14 

22 

20 

NORTH  (Third  to  East)  . 

. . . 13 

35 

534 

60 

Only  2 properties  over  $85 

NORTH  (East  to  Seventh) 

...  23 

10 

40 

17 

PRIMROSE  

17 

10 

18 

12 

SEVENTH  

2 

18.50 

18.50 

18.50 

SIXTH  

....  47 

22.50 

205 

60 

Only  4 properties  over  $100; 
only  1 under  $40. 

THIRD  

12 

35 

130 

50 

Only  2 properties  over  $65 

WEST  ALLEY  

2 

25 

25 

25 

The  above  figures  include  several 
containing  multi-family  units. 

apartments, 

and  boarding-houses 
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TABLE  D— DELINQUENT  COUNTY  AND  SCHOOL  TAXES  FOR  1938  ( as  of  March, 
1940);  ASSESSED  VALUATIONS,  1940,  FOR  COMPARISON 


Extension  Area  properties — 1938  delinquent  taxes 

Total  Harrisburg  properties — -1938  delinquent  taxes 

Extension  Area’s  percentage  of  Harrisburg's  Total — 1938  delinquency 

County 

S3  6 5 

15,874 

2.3  "c 

School 
SI, 06 2 
45.679 

2.3  "'c 

Extension  Area:  assessed  valuation  of  taxed  properties — 1940  

8 1,186,370 

S 1,345,860 

Total  Harrisburg  assessed  valuation  of  taxed  properties — 1940 

80,075,180 

92,155,495 

Extension  Area’s  percentage  of  Harrisburg’s  Total  assessed  valuation  of 
taxed  properties  

1.4% 

1.5% 
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Fig.  13.  Narrowness  of  East  Street  (upper  center)  creates  a traffic  dead-end  where  broad  Commonwealth  Avenue 

meets  North  Street. 


(5)  SUMMARY  OF  SOCL\L  CONDITIONS 

Juvenile  delinquency  is  not  a serious  problem  in 
the  E.xtension  Area.  Not  more  than  five  or  six 
cases  have  occurred  during  the  past  two  or  three 
years.  It  is  obvious,  however,  that  physical  con- 
ditions of  properties  such  as  have  been  previously 
noted  are  not  conducive  to  desirable  social  and. 
health  conditions. 

In  many  instances  the  character  of  present  oc- 
cupants of  dwellings  is  superior  to  their  environ- 
ment because  of  the  housing  shortage  in  Harris- 
burg and  vicinity.  The  recent  Real  Property  In- 
ventory showed  that  the  City  proper  has  a surplus 
of  dwelling  units  only  2 per  cent  above  actual  re- 
quirements, as  compared  witth  a generally  ac- 


cepted normal  minimum  of  5 per  cent.  Of  the  2 
per  cent,  one-third  were  found  to  be  substandard. 
Suburbs  show  an  even  narrower  margin  of  surplus. 

Such  a shortage  leads  to  overcrowding,  and  to 
forced  acceptance  of  housing  conditions  that  would 
not  be  tolerated  where  a reasonable  margin  of 
choice  existed.  If  continued  building  of  new  dwell- 
ings should  occur  in  Harrisburg  and  its  suburban 
territory,  so  that  a satisfactory  surplus  is  created, 
the  Extension  Area  will  be  one  of  the  sections  in 
which  vacancies  will  tend  to  increase  (unless  reno- 
vation should  keep  pace  with  the  increasing  supply 
of  dwelling  units),  thus  further  depreciating  the 
less  desirable  properties  in  the  section.  Such  de- 
preciation would  affect  unfavorably  the  whole  neigh- 
borhood, including  Capitol  Park. 
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STUDY  FOR  PROPOSED  EXTENSION  OF  CAPITOL  PARK 

PENNSYLVANIA  STATE  PLANNING  BOARD 
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STUDY  FOR  PROPOSED  EXTENSION  OF  CAPITOL  PARK 
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IV.  COST  FACTORS  IN  ACQUISITION  OF  PROPERTIES 

IN  THE  EXTENSION  AREA 


Having  considered  reasons  for  purchase  of  the 
Extension  Area,  and  its  present  status  the  next 
question  concerns  the  probable  cost  of  its  acqui- 
sition. 

Naturally  only  the  actual  process  of  purchasing 
can  determine  with  complete  accuracy  what  the 
cost  will  be,  but  consideration  of  pertinent  data 
should  make  possible  a reasonably  close  estimate. 
No  single  basis  is  sufficiently  valid  to  stand  alone, 
but  several  bases  will  furnish  valuable  indications 
of  a likely  figure. 

Table  E shows  by  blocks  and  totals  both  City 
and  County  assessed  valuations  of  properties  in 
the  Extension  Area.  The  City’s  total  is  approxi- 
mately $1,549,694;*  the  County’s,  $1,378,820. 
In  the  former  instance,  land  values  compose  42 
per  cent,  and  improvements,  58  per  cent.  County 
taxes  do  not  separate  these  two  items. 

In  the  City’s  tax  base,  residential  assessments 
are  supposed  to  be  50  per  cent  of  the  true  value. 
All  other  properties,  including  vacant  lots,  and 


mixed  residential  and  commercial  places,  are  pre- 
sumably assessed  at  66  2-3  per  cent  of  true  value. 
(An  exception  has  been  made  in  Table  D as  re- 
gards “Estimated  True  Values’’  by  including 
church  properties  at  twice,  rather  than  two-thirds 
of  their  assessed  valuations  ) On  the  above  basis, 
the  total  estimated  true  value  of  the  City's  tax  base 
would  be  $2,742,880. 

For  the  County's  tax  base,  all  assessments  are 
supposed  to  represent  from  50  to  55  per  cent  of 
true  value.  On  this  basis,  the  “true  valuation'’  of 
the  Extension  .\rea  would  be  between  $2,506,945 
and  $2,757,640. 


* This  amount  does  not  include  a figure  not  yet  avail- 
able for  improvements  installed  on  the  new  parking 
lot  at  Third  and  North  Streets.  The  old  High  School 
property  (tax  exempt),  in  accordance  with  the  suggestion 
of  the  City  Assessor’s  Office,  is  included  here  at  $40,000 
instead  of  the  present  book  figures  of  $118,140  (City)  and 
$150,000  (County).  A strip  of  local  tax  exempt  Pennsyl- 
vania Railroad  property  east  of  Seventh  Street  is  pro- 
rated as  part  of  the  company's  tentative  valuation  of 
$80,000  on  its  property  proposed  for  acquisition. 


Fig.  16.  Fire  hazards  directly  opposite  the  Finance  Building. 
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TABLE  E— CITY  AND  COUNTY  ASSESSED  VALUATIONS  IN  THE  EXTENSION 

AREA  BY  BLOCKS  (1940) 


CITY 

COUNTY 

Assessed 

Valuation 

ASSESSED  VALUATION 

Est.  True 

Est.  True 

Block  Boundary  Streets 

Land 

Buildings 

Total 

Value 

Total 

Value 

1 

Forster — James 
Briggs — Third 

$50,300 

$77,200 

$ 127,500 

$193,430 

$120,500 

2 

Forster — Capital 
Briggs — James  , . . 

23,970 

66,450 

90,420 

175,005 

90,200 

3 

Forster — Plum 

Briggs — Capital 

37,640 

48,060 

85,700 

151,400 

88,000 

4 

Forster — Sixth 

Briggs — Plum 

34,040 

48,650 

82,690 

161,180 

93,100 

5 

Forster — East 

Briggs — Sixth 

39,090 

78,850 

114,940 

225,595 

99,650 

(See  total) 

6 

Forster — Ash 

Brown — East 

8,660 

9,450 

18,110 

33,180 

16,445 

7 

F orster — Cowden 
Brown — Ash 

8,230 

13,300 

21,530 

41,650 

18,185 

8 

Brown — Ash 

Briggs — East 

8,490 

33,800 

42,290 

84,630 

38,520 

9 

Brown — Cowden 
Briggs — Ash 

10,230 

19,500 

29,730 

52,710 

24,925 

10 

Eorster — Seventh 
Briggs — Cowden 

42,800 

35,600 

78,400 

117,600 

57,675 

11 

Seventh  (East  Side) 

59,834 

58,500 

118,334 

177,500 

81,475 

12 

Briggs — Seventh 
Primrose — Cowden 

19,760 

26,650 

46,410 

87,670 

37,400 

13 

Primrose — Seventh 
North — Cowden 

24,140 

39,300 

63,440 

103,235 

47,920 

14 

Briggs — Cowden 
Primrose — Ash 

8,200 

25,000 

33,200 

49,800 

25,000 

15 

Briggs — Ash 

Primrose — East 

8,420 

7,100 

15,520 

31,040 

13,715 

16 

Primrose — Cowden 
North — East  

31,080 

21,250 

52,330 

91,760 

40,450 

(See  total) 

17 

Briggs — East 

North — West  Alley 

22,050 

45,700 

67,750 

127,760 

57,400 

18 

Briggs — ^West  Alley 
North— Sixth  . 

32,040 

55,000 

87,040 

162,430 

68,860 

19 

Briggs — Sixth 

North — Capital 

68,460 

121,500 

189,960 

353,990 

194,900 

20 

Briggs — Capital 
North — Third  . 

111,800 

72,600 

184,400 

321,315 

164,500 

Totals 

$649,234 

$900,460 

$1,549,694 

$2,742,880 

$1,378,820 

$2,757,640 

(high  at  50%) 
or 

($2,506,945 
low  at  55%)* 

* See  text,  preceding  page. 
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Fig.  17.  Wickersham  School  Playground  will  be  lost  in  creation  of  the  Park  Belt.  It  should  be  temporarily  re- 
placed by  use  of  one  of  the  new  Building  Sites. 


Assessed  valuations  and  adjusted  percentages 
thereof  cannot,  however,  be  accepted  as  infallible 
evidence  of  probable  costs.  There  has  been  no 
general  revision  of  City  assessments  since  1918. 
County  figures  are  based  on  personal  opinions  of 
local  ward  and  precinct  officials,  who  may  vary 
considerably  in  their  standards  of  judgment. 

Another  partial  clue  may  be  found  in  compari- 
son of  assessed  valuation,  appraisal,  and  final  cost 
of  the  first  extension  of  Capitol  Park.  The  City’s 
assessment  figure  was  $908,014,  and  the  appraisal 
approximately  $1,738,300,*  which  is  191  per  cent 
of  the  assessed  valuation.  Actual  cost  was  $2,276,- 
070  or  about  250  per  cent  of  the  City’s  assessment. 
In  considering  these  facts  in  relation  to  the  pro- 
posed Extension  .\rea,  it  is  necessary  to  remember 
that  ideas  of  real  estate  values  have  changed  con- 
siderably since  the  period  of  1912-1919.  Then 

* Appraisal  figures  are  not  available  on  all  properties. 
Records  disclose,  however,  that  the  appraisals  on  all  but 
twelve  tracts  f which  cost  $35,300  ) amounted  to  $1,703,000. 
The  total  given  above  is  the  sum  of  the  two  figures  quoted 
in  this  footnote. 


it  was  generally  assumed  that  an  indefinitely-ex- 
panding population  would  continue  to  require  ex- 
pansion of  business  districts,  so  that  deteriorated 
residential  areas  along  the  edges  of  the  main  shop- 
ping section  (such  as  the  first  extension  area) 
were  regarded  as  potential  commercial  property, 
and  values  scaled  accordingly.  Today,  with  the 
imminent  prospect  of  a stabilized  population  in 
practically  all  cities,  exaggerated  ideas  of  future 
expansion  must  be  discounted.  One  man  con- 
nected prominently  with  Harrisburg  real  estate 
has  affirmed  that  there  has  been  a general  de- 
preciation of  Harrisburg  real  property  to  the  extent 
of  one-third  of  peak  values  in  former  years. 

tendency  to  bear  out  the  above  contentions  is 
indicated  by  Table  F,  which  shows  valuations 
of  the  site  being  obtained  for  a new  Dauphin 
County  Courthouse.  As  shown  therein,  the  pur- 
chase price  is  211.6  per  cent  of  the  County’s  valua- 
tion, and  166.6  per  cent  of  the  City’s  assessment 
figure.  Yet  this  property  has  frontage  on  Mar- 
ket and  Front  Streets,  within  a block  of  Market 
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Square.  The  City’s  valuation  indicates  front  foot 
rates  of  from  $300  to  $550  on  Market  Street,  and 
$225  to  $300  on  Front  Street.  The  most  highly 
valued  frontage  in  the  proposed  Extension  Area 
is  on  the  east  side  of  Third  Street,  between  North 
and  Briggs  Streets — $200  per  front  foot,  and  on 
North  Street  between  Third  and  Sixth  Streets — ■ 
$160  to  $168  per  foot. 

Though  it  is  unwise  to  try  to  draw  from  these 
statistics  or  any  others  definite  conclusions  or  ac- 
curate estimates  for  the  cost  of  the  Extension 
tract,  the  apparent  general  trend  toward  deflation 
of  peak  values  seems  apparent. 

One  other  area  may  be  used  for  purposes  of  com- 
parison. In  1939  the  State  acquired  as  the  site 
for  a new  office  building  the  block  bounded  by 
Forster,  Capital,  Boas,  and  James  Streets.  Inas- 
much as  this  tract  is  directly  across  Forster  Street 
from  the  proposed  Extension  Area,  there  is  added 
significance  in  the  amounts  paid  for  properties 
there. 

Table  G shows  purchase  prices  and  assessed 
valuations  for  this  block. 

The  brewery  and  the  8 dwellings  that  were  sold 
with  it  for  a lump  sum  of  $95,000  went  at  an 
admittedly  low  price  in  relation  to  the  assessment 
figures — in  fact  8 per  cent  below  the  County’s 


valuation.  On  the  other  hand,  a relatively  high 
price  was  paid  for  the  church  property.  If  obso- 
lescence and  run-down  conditions  were  contribut- 
ing factors  in  the  low  price  of  the  brewery,  the 
same  factors  should  have  a lowering  effect  on  the 
costs  of  numerous  properties  in  the  Extension  Area. 
Though  some  assessments  there  may  prove  to  have 
been  low,  it  is  equally  probable  that  some  are  high, 
particularly  in  the  eastern  portion,  where  neither 
City  nor  County  assessments  have  appreciably  re- 
flected the  marked  physical  deterioration  that  has 
occurred  in  recent  decades. 

In  the  light  of  all  the  above  facts  a figure  in 
round  numbers  may  be  hazarded,  as  representing 
neither  too  liberal  nor  too  conservative  an  esti- 
mate. $2,750,000  would  be  177J4  per  cent  of  the 
assessed  valuation  shown  for  the  City  in  Table 
E,  and  200  per  cent  of  the  corresponding  County 
figure.  Taking  into  due  consideration  the  prevail- 
ing condition  and  prospects  of  properties  in  the 
Extension  Area,  it  appears  that  such  a sum  would 
be  sufficient  to  pay  for  the  land  and  present  im- 
provements. 

Another  item  that  must  be  included  in  the  ulti- 
mate cost  of  the  Extension  Area  is  the  expenses 
incidental  to  such  purchase.  The  Act  which  au- 
thorized the  first  extension  project  (Act  of  Assem- 
bly approved  June  16,  1911  (P.  1027)  provided 
for  expenses. 


TABLE  F— COMPARISON  OF  APPRAISALS  WITH  ASSESSED  VALUATIONS 
SITE  FOR  NEW  DAUPHIN  COUNTY  COURTHOUSE  (1940) 

(Market,  Front,  Blackberry,  and  River  Streets) 

ASSESSED  VALUATIONS 

County  $172,500 

City  219,100 

APPRAIS.^LS 

Viewers  for  the  County 

.Aggregate  low — $324,337 

.'\ggregate  high — 368,585 

Viewers  for  Owners 

Aggregate  high — $440,674 

ACTUAL  PURCHASE  PRICE — 1940 — 365,000 — -211.6%  of  County’s  assessed  valuation 

— 166.6%  of  City’s  assessed  valuation 

.^bove  percentages  applied  to  Capitol  Grounds  Extension  Area: 

211.6%  of  $1,418,620— $3,001,800  (County) 

166.6%  of  1,579,110—  2,631,010  (City) 
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TABLE  G— COMPARISON  OF  PURCHASE  PRICE  WITH  ASSESSED  VALUATIONS 

NORTHWEST  OFFICE  BUILDING  SITE  (1939) 

(Forster,  Capital,  Boas  and  Janies  Streets) 


Property 

Purchase 

Price 

Assessed 

Valuation 

City 

Purchase 
Price — 
Relation 
to  .45^655- 
ment 

Assessed 

Valuation 

County 

Purchase 
Price — 
Relation 
to  .455655- 
ment 

Fink  Ice  Co.  Properties: 

Brewery — 312  Forster  St 

8 Dwellings — 900-918  Capital  St.  , . 

$70,270 

16,770 

$87,600 

15,320 

309  Boas  St.  (Church)  

6 Dwellings — 311-321  Boas  St 

$95,000 

15,000 

19,500 

$87,040 

4,870 

9,660 

109% 

308% 

202% 

$102,920 

6,380 

8,540 

92% 

235% 

228% 

TOTALS  

$129,500 

$101,570 

127% 

$117,840 

110% 

Above  percentages  of  TOTALS  applied  to  present  assessed  valuations  in  the  Extension  Area  would  give 
as  “True  Values”: 

City  (127%  of  $1,549,694)— $1,968,111 
County  (110%  of  $1,378,820)— $1,560,482 


"Section  6.  The  said  commission  is  also 
hereby  authorized  and  empowered  to  ap- 
point one  person  to  be  known  as  secretary 
of  the  Capitol  Park  Extension  Commis- 
sion, one  clerk,  one  stenographer,  and  one 
real  estate  expert,  all  of  whom  shall  do 
such  work  in  the  premises  as  the  commis- 
sion shall  direct;  and  said  commission 
shall  fix  the  respective  compensations  of 
the  persons  so  appointed,  which  compen- 
sation shall  be  paid  by  the  State  Treasurer 
as  hereinafter  provided.  The  Attorney 
General  shall  be  the  counselor  and  attor- 
ney of  and  for  the  commission." 

"The  prothonotary  and  sheriff  of  Dau- 
phin County  shall  each  receive  for  his 
services,  as  aforesaid,  compensation  on  the 
same  scale  as  that  fixed  by  law  for  similar 
services;  which  compensation  and  costs 
shall  also  by  paid  by  the  State  Treasurer, 
as  hereinafter  provided,  except  in  cases  in 
which  the  appellant  shall  pay  the  costs 
as  hereinbefore  provided." 


"In  the  appended  financial  statement, 
it  may  be  seen  that  the  actual  expenses 
of  the  Commission,  including  salaries  of 
those  employed,  abstracts  of  title,  court 
costs  and  other  necessaary  expenses,  were 
less  than  three  per  centum  (3%)  of  the 
money  appropriated,  the  balance  of  nine- 
ty-seven per  centum  (97%)  having  been 
expended  for  the  actual  purchase  of  prop- 
erties or  reserved  for  payment  for  those 
properties  taken  by  condemnation  pro- 
ceedings, pending  the  decision  of  the 
Court." 

Although  the  amount  of  money  involved  in  the 
case  of  the  proposed  Extension  Project  is  greater 
than  in  the  first  instance,  the  number  of  properties 
and  owners  is  considerably  less:  334  properties 
as  compared  with  541,  and  175  owners,  as  com- 
pared with  251.  The  work  involved,  therefore, 
should  be  less.  In  view  of  these  facts,  a tenta- 
tive allowance  of  2j4  per  cent  for  expenses  is  sug- 
gested, as  applied  to  the  figure  of  $2,750,000  men- 
tioned above.  The  approximate  acquisition  figure 
thus  becomes  $2,818,750. 


The  final  report  of  the  Capitol  Park  Extension 
Commission  to  Governor  Brumbaugh,  dated  Au- 
gust 28,  1917,  contained  the  following  paragraph: 
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A third  item  of  cost  should  be  included,  namely, 
the  expense  of  relocating  present  railroad  sidings 


which  lie  between  the  through  tracks  and  the  prop- 
erties that  front  on  Seventh  Street.  Several  prop- 
erties north  of  Forster  Street,  and  east  of  Seventh, 
are  now  served  by  switch-backs,  at  least  some  of 
which  would  have  to  be  eliminated  or  revised  if 
this  area  were  to  be  acquired  and  used  by  the 
Commonwealth.  The  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Com- 
pany, on  the  basis  of  a preliminary  study,  has 
tentatively  established  a property  line  which  de- 
marcates the  land  depth  and  equipment  which  it 
must  retain  for  public  service,  with  access  from 
Forster  Street.  The  space  left  between  such  a 
revised  property  line  and  the  east  side  of  Fisher 
Plaza  extended  northward  (see  Fig.  19,  facing  page 
28)  would  be  quite  adequate  for  the  State’s  pur- 
poses. The  tract  that  would  be  available  without 


any  modification  of  present  trackage,  however, 
would  not  be  deep  enough  for  the  purpose  indicated 
on  Fig.  19.  Whether  or  not  there  is  any  irnminent 
prospect  of  erecting  a building  on  this  site  in  the 
future,  the  State  should  assure  the  acquisition  of 
a strip  of  land  sufficient  for  protective  purposes, 
as  it  did  on  either  side  of  the  west  end  of  Memo- 
rial Bridge. 

With  the  Extension  Project  in  its  present  pre- 
liminary status,  the  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Com- 
pany does  not  feel  justified  in  incurring  the  ex- 
pense that  would  be  involved  in  making  detailed 
studies  of  the  cost  of  track  relocations.  There- 
fore no  figure  can  be  given  to  cover  this  item.  It 
appears  that  roughly  700  feet  of  track  would  have 
to  be  replaced. 


Fig.  18.  Close-up  of  a property  on  Primrose  Street. 
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V.  METHODS  OF  FINANCING  ACQUISITION 


There  appears  to  be  three  practicable  ways  of 
financing  the  purchase  of  the  Extension  Area:  (1) 
through  direct  appropriation  of  funds  by  the  State 
Legislature;  (2)  through  appropriation  to  repay 
over  a period  of  time  the  Harrisburg  Housing  Au- 
thority for  its  intermediary  purchase  of  the  Area 
by  means  of  funds  lent  by  the  Lmited  States  Hous- 
ing Authority;  (3)  similarly  to  repay  the  Harris- 
burg Housing  Authority  for  its  intermediary  pur- 
chase of  the  Area  by  means  of  funds  obtained 
through  its  right  to  issue  bonds. 

(1)  Appropriation  by  the  State  Legislature  is 
the  method  which  was  used  in  the  case  of  the 
original  enlargement  of  Capitol  Park.  By  the 
Act  of  June  16,  1911,  which  authorized  appoint- 
ment of  the  Capitol  Park  Extension  Commis- 
sion, there  was  appropriated  a sum  of  $2,000,000 
to  cover  acquisition  of  the  tract,  and  expenses 
incidental  thereto.  It  was  specified  that  not 
more  than  $100,000  should  be  spent  or  obligated 
during  each  of  the  two  years  ending  June  1st, 
1912,  and  1913.  Thereafter  $450,000  was  the 
limit  of  annual  e.xpenditure  until  June  1,  1917, 
the  date  set  for  completion  of  acquisition.  These 
limitations  were  qualified  by  a statement  in  the 
Act  that  if  the  Governor,  Auditor  General  and 
State  Treasurer  should  certify  to  the  Commission 
that  there  was  sufficient  money  in  the  State  Treas- 
ury, not  otherwise  appropriated,  to  warrant  an  in- 
crease in  the  annual  e.xpenditure,  the  Commission 
could  make  purchases  not  exceeding  a total  of 
$1,000,000  in  any  one  year. 

The  report  of  the  Capitol  Park  Extension  Com- 
mission, dated  1917,  states: 

. . owing  to  many  changes  made  in 
buildings  in  the  zone  to  be  acquired,  to  the 
erection  of  new  buildings,  and  to  other 
conditions,  the  Legislature  granted  to  the 
Commission  an  increase  of  three  hundred 
thousand  dollars  ($300,000)  which  in- 
crease was  duly  approved  June  18  1915, 
making  a total  appropriation  for  the  work 
of  two  million,  three  hundred  thousand 
dollars  (82,300,000).”  Of  that  figure 
there  was  actually  spent  $2,276,070. 

Xo  attempt  will  be  made  here  to  recommend  or 
to  outline  any  specific  procedure  for  appropriation. 
The  experience  noted  in  the  above-quoted  para- 
graph, however,  indicates  the  likely  economy  in 
optioning  as  many  properties  as  possible  at  an 
early  stage  of  the  program  so  as  to  avoid  having 
to  make  payments  for  any  interim  improvements. 


(2)  It  is  apparent  that  there  would  be  advan- 
tages in  having  available  the  full  amount  needed 
for  optioning  and  purchasing  all  properties  in  the 
Capitol  Extension  tract  as  quickly  as  possible  after 
inception  of  the  program.  Pennsylvania  has  reacherl 
its  constitutional  limit  of  bonded  indebtedness. 
The  General  State  .Authority  was  created  as  a 
means  of  providing  additional  capital  funds  for 
State  Public  works,  but  the  present  .Administration 
does  not  favor  further  use  of  that  agency’s  power 
to  incur  indebtedness  through  the  issuance  of 
bonds. 

.A  possible  solution  would  be  reached  if  the 
L’nited  States  Housing  .Authority  would  lend  to  the 
Harrisburg  Housing  .Authority  the  sum  required  for 
purchase  of  the  .Area,  and  if  the  State  Government 
in  turn  would  furnish  to  the  Harrisburg  Housing 
.Authority  some  acceptable  guarantee  of  repayment, 
with  interest  and  capital  amortization  over  a period 
of — say  ten  years.  On  this  basis  biennial  legislative 
appropriations  of  one-fifth  of  the  capital  loan,  plus 
interest  on  the  loan  balance,  would  be  required. 
Eunds  as  repaid  to  the  Harrisburg  Housing  .Au- 
thority would  be  used  by  that  agency  for  erection 
of  additional  new  housing  units.  Reasons  w’hy  both 
local  and  Federal  housing  authorities  have  an  inter- 
est in  the  Extension  project  will  be  noted  sub- 
sequently. 

The  situation  in  regard  to  obtaining  funds  from 
the  L'nited  States  Housing  .Authority  is  as  follows: 
Congress  has  appropriated  $800,000,000  for  local 
allocation  by  the  L'SH.A  to  facilitate  low  rent  hous- 
ing throughout  the  country.  Of  that  total  amount 
some  $160,000,000  have  not  been  accompanied  by 
funds  for  the  annual  Federal  subsidy  required  in 
connection  with  L'SH.A  projects.  Legislation  now 
before  Congress  would  supply  such  funds,  making 
available  the  aforesaid  approximate  $160,000,000 
and  also  authorizing  additional  subsidized  capital 
for  local  housing  loans.  The  application  of  the  Har- 
risburg Housing  .Authority  for  an  allocation  from 
these  funds  is  on  the  list  of  reservations. 

.Although  the  arrangement  involving  the  State 
and  the  two  Housing  .Authorities  is  entirely  de- 
pendent on  Congressional  authorization  of  new 
housing  funds,  and  contains  a number  of  other 
contingent  factors,  the  advantages  that  it  seems  to 
offer  to  all  parties  concerned  appear  to  justify  its 
thorough  investigation  as  a possible  means  of 
acquiring  the  Extension  .Area.  Both  the  L'nited 
States  Housing  .Authority  and  the  Harrisburg  Hous- 
ing .Authority  have  expressed  their  interest  in  the 
proposal,  and  their  willingness  to  seek  a mutually 
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satisfactory  agreement  with  the  State  on  some  such 
basis  as  that  already  outlined. 

There  has  already  been  mention  of  the  advantage 
to  the  State  of  the  procedure  whereby  its  payments 
for  the  Area  would  be  extended  over  a period  of 
years,  and  yet  the  entire  sum  would  be  accessible 
as  needed.  This  method  would  combine  immediate 
availability  of  capital  as  exemplified  by  a bond 
issue,  with  the  convenience  of  extended  payments 
implied  in  annual  or  biennial  appropriations. 

Both  the  United  States  and  Harrisburg  Housing 
Authorities  have  an  interest  in  this  proposed 
financial  arrangement  in  so  far  as  it  might  tend 
to  improve  housing  conditions  in  the  City.  The 
local  agency  is  particularly  concerned  with  the  pro- 
posal because  thereby  it  would  be  in  a position  to 
guide  the  demolition  of  Extension  Area  dwellings, 
both  sub-standard  and  adequate,  in  such  a way  as 
to  work  as  little  hardship  as  possible  in  this  com- 
munity where  the  housing  shortage  is  already  acute. 
The  First  Capitol  Park  Extension  program,  carried 
out  without  any  attempt  to  consider  its  effect  on 
housing,  resulted  in  dispersion  of  slum  dwellers 
throughout  the  City,  creating  several  widely-dis- 
tributed new  slum  areas. 

Both  agencies  are  interested  not  merely  in  the 
creation  of  new  housing  units  as  such,  but  also  in 
assuring  that  such  housing  will  be  related  to  plan- 
ning and  re-planning  for  improvement  of  the  City 
as  a whole.  Equivalent  demolition  of  sub-standard 
dwellings,  which  is  a required  factor  in  the  public 
housing  program,  may  itself  create  problem  areas  if 
logical  and  profitable  uses  cannot  be  found  for  the 
cleared  land.  In  the  case  of  the  Extension  Area 
proposal,  the  projected  use  by  the  State  solves  this 
problem  in  advance. 

Thus  the  same  housing  funds  would  provide 
twofold  benefits:  first,  in  facilitating  demolition  of 
structures  in  an  area  where  the  majority  of  dwell- 
ings are  sub-standard  and  which  is  headed  for  con- 
tinued depreciation — to  be  rehabilitated  as  a pub- 
lic park  which  would  undoubtedly  have  a beneficial 
effect,  not  only  on  neighboring  property  values, 
but  to  a certain  extent  on  the  whole  City,  particu- 
larly through  improvement  of  trafficways,  and 
secondly,  by  these  funds  being  subsequently  made 
periodically  available,  within  the  space  of  a decade 
or  so,  to  create  new  dwelling  units  for  Harrisburg. 

(3)  The  third  possible  method  of  financing 
acquisition  of  the  Extension  Area  involves  a public 
bond  issue  by  the  Harrisburg  Housing  Authority, 
which  would  purchase  the  Extension  tract  with 
the  funds  derived  therefrom.  The  issue  would 
have  to  be  backed  by  a re-purchase  agreement  be- 
tween the  State  and  the  Authority,  such  as  was 


indicated  in  item  (2),  so  as  to  assure  provision  of 
funds  to  take  care  of  interest  and  amortization  of 
the  Housing  Authority’s  loan. 

Notwithstanding  the  fact  that  the  Common- 
wealth of  Pennsylvania  frequently  enters  into  long- 
term agreements  providing  for  the  payment  of 
obligations  over  a period  of  years,  the  fulfillment  of 
such  covenants  is  dependent  on  successive  renewals 
of  biennial  appropriations.  Situations  of  this  sort 
imply  a reliance  on  the  integrity  and  responsibility 
of  the  State  to  live  up  to  a legitimate  agreement,  as 
not  only  a financial,  but  also  a moral  obligation. 
Federal  agencies  in  recent  years  have  made  grants 
and  loans  amounting  to  many  millions  of  dollars, 
relying  on  promises  of  the  Commonwealth. 

Successful  floating  of  such  a loan  by  the  Harris- 
burg Housing  Authority  would  probably  depend 
largely  on  the  investing  public’s  confidence  in  the 
type  of  security  furnished  by  the  State’s  cooperative 
agreement  to  repay  the  funds  to  be  borrowed  by 
the  local  Housing  Authority.  Although  such  an 
arrangement,  like  the  similar  one  involving  USHA 
funds,  has  no  precedent  in  practice  hitherto,  it  is 
worthy  of  careful  study. 

Previous  discussion  has  considered  possible  ways 
of  acquiring  the  Extension  Area  as  a unit.  The 
State,  however,  should  not  overlook  favorable  op- 
portunities for  picking  up  individual  pieces  of  prop- 
erty. Table  B indicated  that,  as  of  March,  1940, 
forty-three  properties  in  the  Area  were  held  by 
financial  institutions.  This  number  includes  the 
Odd  Fellows’  Building,  for  which  the  State  pays 
an  annual  rental  of  $10,000  on  an  assessed  valua- 
tion of  $47,950  (City) — $47,000  (County).  Im- 
mediate acquisition  of  this  structure  and  its  site 
would  appear  to  be  profitable.* 

Table  G on  page  23  shows  that  the  major  tract 
in  the  Northwest  Office  Building  site,  purchased 
from  a trust  company,  was  obtained  for  109  per 
cent  of  the  City’s  assessed  valuation,  and  92  per 
cent  of  the  County’s.  Similar  instances  might  be 
found  in  the  Extension  Area. 

On  page  39  the  possible  utility  to  the  State  of  the 
north  half  of  block  10  is  discussed.  Early  pur- 
chase of  this  tract,  considering  its  present  as- 
sessed valuation  in  relation  to  the  State’s  rental 
of  garage  space  elsewhere,  is  indicated  as  an  econ- 
omy move.  Use  of  this  property  for  State  Highway 
Department  garage  and  parking  purposes  would 
seem  to  justify  allocation  of  highway  funds  for 
its  purchase. 


* No  reflection  is  intended  on  the  amount  of  rent  paid. 
Taken  on  a square-foot  basis,  this  is  among  the  State’s 
lowest-rate  leases  in  the  City. 
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VI.  LEGAL  ASPECTS 


Legal  procedures  that  would  be  required  in  con- 
nection with  acquisition  of  the  Extension  Area 
necessarily  involve  the  State  and  the  City  of  Har- 
risburg, with  a possibility  that  the  Harrisburg  and 
L’nited  States  Housing  Authorities  might  be  brought 
significantly  into  the  picture. 

Clues  to  prospective  types  of  State  legal  pro- 
ceedings are  to  be  found  in  the  original  Capitol 
Park  Extension  Act,  and  in  the  Report  of  the 
Commission,  dated  August  28,  1917. 

The  introductory  brief  description  of  the  Act 
states  that  it  was  intended 

“.  . . to  provide  . . . jor  the  extension  of 
Capitol  Park  in  the  City  of  Harrisburg; 
and  for  the  acquiring,  taking,  and  condem- 
nation of  real  estate  in  connection  there- 
within  . . and  for  the  demolition  of  the 
buildings  and  structures  therein;  and 
making  an  appropriation  therefor;  and 
also  for  the  expenses  and  cost  in  connec- 
tion therewith.’’* 

The  Commission’s  Report  states  that  of  the  541 
properties  involved,  516  were  acquired  by  amicable 
procedure,  2 by  release  from  the  City,  and  23  by 
condemnation  proceedings.  Of  the  latter  instances, 
11  were  settled,  deeds  received,  and  the  purchase 
money  paid  before  the  cases  reached  trial  by  jury. 
In  one  suit  the  constitutionality  of  the  law  was 
challenged,  but  its  legality  was  upheld  by  both  the 
lower  court  and  the  State  Supreme  Court. 

The  Attorney  General’s  Department  passed  upon 
and  approved  each  title  and  deed  for  the  properties 
that  were  purchased  without  contest.  It  also  di- 
rected all  condemnation  suits. 

The  1938  Special  Session  of  the  State  Legisla- 
ture passed  two  related  enabling  acts  in  anticipation 
of  possible  acquisition  of  the  new  Extension  Area 
through  cooperative  action  by  the  Harrisburg  Hous- 
ing Authority.  One  of  these  Acts,  No.  11,  au- 
thorizes 

“the  Commonwealth  or  any  of  its  agencies 
or  instrumentalities  of  government  ...  to 
contract  with,  and  to  lease  or  acquire  from 
any  housing  authority,  any  area  acquired 
or  about  to  be  acquired  by  such  housing 
authority  for  slum  clearance  purposes.”  ** 

The  Act  further  notes  that 

the  State  may  effect  such  acquisition  from  a hous- 
ing authority 


“for  any  public  purpose  or  purposes,  in- 
cluding the  creation  of  public  parks,  and 
the  erection  on  the  lands  contracted  for  of 
buildings,  improvements  and  structures 
deemed  necessary  for  the  use  of  the  Com- 
monwealth.” 

The  other  Act,*  which  is  the  converse  of  No.  1 1, 
authorizes  housing  authorities  to  contract  with  the 
Commonwealth,  etc.,  on  the  same  basis  as  the  one 
noted  above. 

Although  these  two  .Acts  supply  the  requisite  gen- 
eral enabling  legislation,  it  would  also  be  necessary, 
as  noted  in  Section  \ of  this  report,  for  the  Leg- 
islature to  approve  some  form  of  specific  agree- 
ment whereby  the  State  would  assure  periodic 
payment  to  the  Harrisburg  Housing  .Authority  for 
its  advance  purchase  of  the  Extension  .Area.  .As  of 
summer,  1940,  the  .Attorney  General’s  office  is 
working  on  a form  of  agreement  which  might  be 
mutually  satisfactory  to  the  State  and  to  the  Har- 
risburg and  L'nited  States  Housing  .Authorities. 

The  Special  Session  of  1938  also  passed  an  .Act 
whereby  there  was  appropriated 

“the  sum  of  fifty  thousand  dollars 
($50,000),  or  so  much  thereof  as  is  neces- 
sary . . . to  the  Department  of  Property 
and  Supplies  for  the  purpose  of  paying  the 
expenses  of  making  preliminary  surveys 
...  in  connection  with  any  proposed 
acquisition  of  real  property  from  any  hous- 
ing authority  . . . including  the  compensa- 
tion of  attorneys  at  law,  engineers,  experts, 
clerks  and  assistants.”**  This  .Act  fur- 
nishes the  fiancial  basis  for  the  study  of 
which  this  report  constitutes  the  concrete 
product. 

In  the  case  of  the  Eirst  Extension  project,  before 
a single  property  was  taken  over  by  the  State,  the 
City  of  Harrisburg,  conforming  to  a requirement 
of  the  .Act  of  .Assembly  by  means  of  an  ordinance 
passed  on  October  31,  1911,  and  approved  by  the 
.Attorney  General  on  November  16,  1911,  released 
to  the  Commonwealth  all  possible  municipal  claims 
to  streets,  alleys,  and  property  within  the  Extension 
tract.  This  release  included  claims  to  two  buildings 
occupied  by  the  Eire  Department.  Records  do  not 
make  clear  whether  or  not  the  City  was  reimbursed 
for  the  two  fire-house  properties  beyond  the  nom- 
inal consideration  of  one  dollar  which  is  mentioned 
in  connection  with  the  general  release  of  its  rights 
by  the  municipality. 


* Laws  of  Pennsylvania,  1911,  p.  1027. 

**  1938  Special  Session,  Act  11,  page  32. 


27 


* 1938  Special  Session,  .Act  12,  page  34. 

**  Ibid.,  Act  42,  page  109. 


Similar  relinquishment  by  the  City  of  Harrisburg 
would  be  required  in  connection  with  the  proposed 
Extension  of  the  Capitol  Grounds.  Such  an  agree- 
ment, as  in  the  previous  instance,  in  addition  to 
vacation  of  streets  and  alleys,  would  involve 
eventual  assumption  by  the  State  of  expenses  in 
connection  with  sewer  and  water  mains  and  any 
other  utility  lines  lying  within  the  Extension  Area 
that  might  have  to  be  relocated  as  a result  of  future 
development  of  the  Extension  Area. 

A question  might  be  raised  as  to  whether  the 
Harrisburg  Housing  Authority  has  legal  sanction 
for  acquiring  the  Extension  Area.  The  answer  is  to 
be  found  in  the  Housing  Authorities  Law  of  Penn- 
sylvania.* In  Section  10  of  the  Act,  it  is  provided: 

“An  Authority  shall  constitute  a public 
body,  corporate  and  politic,  exercising 
public  powers  of  the  Commonwealth  as  a 
agency  thereof,  which  powers  shall  include 
all  powers  necessary  and  appropriate  to 
carry  out  and  effecttiate  the  purposes  of 
this  Act,  including  the  following  powers, 
in  addition  to  others  herein  granted. 

(b)  To  determine  when  unsafe  or  un- 
sanitary dwelling  or  housing  conditions 
exist,  or  where  there  is  a shortage  of  safe 
and  sanitary  dwelling  accommodations  for 
persons  of  low  income. 

(d)  To  cooperate  with  any  city,  county, 
regional.  Federal  or  other  agency. 

(h)  To  arrange  with  any  city  or  other 
municipality  located,  in  whole  or  in  part, 
within  the  Authority’s  field  of  operation, 
or  with  the  Federal  or  State  government 
for  the  furnishing,  planning,  replanning, 
installing,  opening  or  closing  of  streets, 
roads,  roadways,  alleys,  sidewalks,  or 
other  places  or  facilities,  or  for  the  acquisi- 
tion from  such  city,  municipality  or  the 
Federal  or  State  government,  of  property 
options  or  property  rights,  or  for  the  fur- 
nishing of  property  or  services  in  connec- 
tion with  a project. 

(i)  To  clear  areas  of  unsafe  or  unsani- 
tary housing,  to  provide  for  the  use  of 
cleared  sites  for  community  facilities  and 
for  any  other  public  purpose  authorized 
by  this  act. 

(j)  To  arrange  with  the  Common- 
wealth, its  subdivisions  and  agencies — to 
the  extent  that  it  is  within  the  scope  of 
each  of  their  respective  functions — ( 3 ) 

To  plan,  replan  . . . any  part  of  the 
municipality  in  connection  with  any  hous- 
ing project  of  the  Authority. 

(n)  To  acquire  by  eminent  domain  any 
real  property,  including  improvements  and 

* Approved  May  28,  1937,  Penna.  Laws  955;  35  Penna. 
1541  and  following. 


fixtures,  for  the  public  purposes  set  forth 
in  this  Act,  in  the  manner  hereinafter 
provided.” 

Section  III  of  this  report  has  clearly  indicated 
that  a high  percentage  of  the  residential  properties 
in  the  Extension  Area  are  in  the  substandard  class, 
and  that  a considerable  number  are  among  the 
worst  slums  in  the  City.  It  seems  clear,  therefore, 
that  the  Housing  Authority  under  Section  10  (b) 
would  be  amply  justified  in  declaring  the  Area  to 
be  a slum  neighborhood.  The  purposes  to  be  ac- 
complished fall  directly  under  subsections  ,(d), 
(h),  (i),  and  (j).  The  power  of  eminent  domain 
granted  under  (n)  is  therefore  clearly  applicable. 
Subsection  (j)  (3)  is  worthy  of  special  note  in 
that  it  emphasizes  the  coordination  of  housing  with 
city  planning. 

The  logical  conclusion  to  be  derived  from  the 
above  facts  is  that  the  Harrisburg  Housing  Au- 
thority has  the  power  to  acquire  the  Area  in  ques- 
tion for  the  purposes  previously  outlined. 

There  remains  a question  as  to  the  power  of  the 
United  States  Housing  Authority  to  lend  money  to 
the  Harrisburg  Housing  Authority  for  the  Exten- 
sion project.  The  Act  of  Congress*  creating  the 
USHA  states: 

“The  Authority  (USHA)  may  make 
loans  to  assist  the  development,  acquisi- 
tion, or  administration  of  low-rent  housing 
or  slum  clearance  projects  of  such 
agencies  . . .” 

Section  2 (f)  of  the  Act,  defines  “slum  clearance” 
as  follows: 

“The  term  ‘slum  clearance’  means  the 
demolition  and  removal  of  buildings  from 
any  slum  area.” 

Inasmuch  as  one  of  the  principal  objects  of  the 
arrangement  which  would  involve  USHA  funds  is 
the  assurance  of  a long-term  housing  construction 
program,  following  acquisition  of  the  Extension 
Area,  the  loan  would  demonstrably  aid  low-rent 
housing  in  Harrisburg.  Even  if  this  aspect  were 
subordinated,  or  absent  from  the  program,  the 
USHA  has  the  power  to  lend  money  for  slum  clear- 
ance projects  as  such.  The  conjunction  “or”  as 
used  in  the  Act  renders  the  object  of  either  “low- 
rent-housing,”  or  “slum  clearance”  equally  eligible. 
Annual  contributions  would  not  be  required  to 
support  the  loan  until  such  time  as  the  proceeds 
or  portions  thereof  were  repaid  by  the  Common- 
wealth, and  converted  by  the  local  Housing  Au- 
thority into  a housing  project. 

The  foregoing  statements  seem  to  demonstrate 
clearly  that  the  United  States  Housing  Authority 
can  legally  lend  funds  to  the  Harrisburg  Authority 
for  purchase  of  the  Extension  Area. 

* Act  of  Congress  approved  Sept.  1,  1937,  e.  896,  Sec.  9, 
42  U.  S.  H.  A.  1409. 
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Fig.  19.  This  plan  is  a combination  of  existing  and  proposed  items.  Present  temporary  buildings  are  omitted  from  the  People's 
Court,  but  no  design  is  shown  for  the  latter  inasmuch  as  its  form  is  still  unsettled.  The  informal  character  of  the  Extension  Area 
Park  Belt  is  indicated,  without  attempting  to  show  details  such  as  paths,  which  in  final  form  can  be  best  determined  in  relation  to 

actual  buildings. 


VII.  PROPOSED  STREET  AND  BLOCK  PLAN 


In  the  case  of  the  first  extension  of  Capitol  Park 
the  Brunner  Plan  determined  the  revised  pattern 
of  streets  and  the  general  locations  of  building 
sites  several  years  prior  to  erection  of  any  indi- 
vidual structure.  Similarly  it  is  possible  to  de- 
termine in  advance  a street  and  block  plan  for 
the  proposed  Extension  Area,  with  sizes  of  possible 
indivddual  building  sites  left  flexible  enough  to  per- 
mit their  adaptation  to  any  future  needs. 


A.  THE  STREET  PATTERN 

A study  of  street  revisions  for  the  tract  was 
first  made  in  August,  1938,  by  the  Harrisburg  Area 
Regional  Planning  Com^mittee.  The  proposals 
made  therein  were  subsequently  confirmed  by  the 
three  consultants,  Paul  P.  Cret  and  William  H. 
Gehron,  Architects,  and  Thomas  W.  Sears,  Land- 
scape Architect,  who  were  temporarily  retained 
early  in  1939  by  the  Department  of  Property  and 
Supplies. 

The  street  system  agreed  upon — shown  in  Fig.  19 
(a  slightly  modified  version  of  the  Consultants' 
plan),  involves  elimination  of  certain  existing 
streets,  and  extension  or  widening  of  others,  as 
hereinafter  described. 

STREETS  TO  BE  ELIMIXATED 

Within  the  proposed  extension  of  Capitol  Park 
it  is  obviously  desirable  to  limit  public  streets  to 
the  necessary  minimum.  Accordingly,  North. 
Briggs,  Capital,  Sixth,  East,  Cowden,  and  Seventh 
Streets,  with  intervening  alleys,  would  be  elim- 
inated. 

STREETS  TO  BE  EXTENDED 

Recommendations  include  extension  of  two  exist- 
ing streets — Commonwealth  Avenue  and  Fisher 
Plaza. 

Commonwealth  Avenue 

With  North  Street  eliminated,  it  would  be  essen- 
tial to  continue  Commonwealth  Avenue  northward 
as  far  as  Forster  Street.  A pavement  width  of 
from  56  to  60  feet  would  be  desirable  in  order  to 
provide  an  even  number  of  lanes  of  adequate  width, 
with  or  w’ithout  parking,  but  unless  widening  of 
the  older  portion  of  the  street  from  its  present 
52-foot  width  could  be  accomplished,  it  is  doubtful 
whether  a curb  off-set  of  two  to  four  feet  on  each 
side  for  a distance  of  two  blocks  would  be  advisable 
or  helpful. 


At  Forster  Street.  Commonwealth  .-\venue  would 
be  less  than  150  feet  east  of  Sixth  Street,  thus  pro- 
viding a fairly  direct  connection  between  that  im- 
portant traffic  artery  and  Walnut  Street.  The 
City,  however,  would  eventually  be  justified  in 
extending  Commonwealth  Avenue  northward  from 
Forster  Street,  possibly  as  a one-way  street,  to  a 
five-point  intersection  with  Boas  Street,  without 
affecting  the  Messiah  Lutheran  Church.  If  week- 
day parking  were  eliminated  in  the  block  between 
Forster  and  Boas  Streets  a 40-foot,  four-lane  pave- 
ment would  be  adequate  for  two-way  traffic. 

Plans  in  the  City  Engineer's  office  indicate  the 
future  possibility  of  extending  Commonwealth  .Ave- 
nue southward  on  the  line  of  .Aberdeen  Street  from 
Walnut  Street  across  Alarket  Street,  past  a new 
Pennsylvania  Station  Plaza,  to  an  intersection  with 
Chestnut  Street,  Fourth  Street  and  the  Alulberry 
Street  viaduct.  (See  Fig.  3.)  There  would  thus  be 
provided  a thoroughfare  from  Linglestown  Road 
by  way  of  Sixth  Street  and  Commonwealth  Avenue 
to  the  southeast  section  of  the  City.  Such  an  im- 
provement would  be  a possible  result,  but  not  a 
part,  of  the  Capitol  Grounds  Extension. 


Fisher  Plaza 

It  is  recommended  that  Fisher  I’laza  be  extended 
northward,  with  its  present  pavement  width  of  80 
feet,  to  Forster  Street.  At  that  point  it  would  con- 
nect, by  easy  curves,  with  Forster  and  Seventh 
Streets.  By  this  means,  northern  and  western 
traffic  to  and  from  Alemorial  Bridge  would  be 
serv'ed  at  least  as  adequately  as  is  the  Fisher 
Plaza-Walnut  Street  flow  at  present. 


STREETS  TO  BE  WIDENED 

Widening  of  four  streets  is  proposed:  two — 
Forster  and  Third  Streets,  as  part  of  the  develop- 
ment of  the  Capitol  Grounds  Extension  Area,  and 
two — Sixth  and  Seventh  Streets,  as  related  munici- 
pal projects,  not  within  the  Capitol  Grounds. 

Forster  Street 

With  extension  of  Capitol  Park.  Forster  Street 
becomes  the  northern  marginal  thoroughfare  which 
must  share,  at  least  equally  with  Walnut,  the  work 
of  carrying  east  and  west  traflic  around  the  Cap- 
itol Grounds.  As  part  of  the  new  Capitol  Park 
improvement,  the  pavement  of  Forster  Street  would 
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be  broadened  southward  to  a width  of  60  feet, 
which  would  provide  for  6 lanes  of  moving  traffic, 
or  4 lanes  with  2 for  parking,  except  perhaps  dur- 
ing rush  hours. 

Forster  Street  gains  additional  importance  as 
the  logical  approach  to  a future  bridge  across  the 
Susquehanna  River  that  would  connect  with  the 
Fh  S.  11  Bypass  on  the  West  Shore.  For  many 
years  there  has  been  recognition  of  the  need  of 
another  river  bridge.  The  proposal  of  State  Street 
as  the  site  is  now  generally  ruled  out  because  of  the 
traffic  complications  involved  in  its  dead-end 
termination  at  the  west  front  of  the  Capitol.  Both 
North  and  Briggs  Streets  will  be  eliminated  for  the 
same  reason  if  Capitol  Park  is  extended. 

There  is  some  difference  of  opinion  as  to  whether 
a new  bridge  should  preferably  be  built  at  Forster 
Street,  or  south  of  the  Reading  Railroad  bridge, 
to  connect  Paxton  Street  with  Lowther  Street  in 
Lemoyne.  The  question  of  priority  need  not  be 
discussed  here.  Bridges  at  both  sites  will  probably 
be  needed  eventually.  Plnquestionably  the  location 
of  the  present  Walnut  Street  bridge  only  a block 
from  the  more  permanently  constructed  one  at 
Market  Street  contributes  materially  to  traffic 
complications  on  Front  Street.  If  the  two  bridges 
should  be  taken  over  by  State  or  county  agencies, 
or  when  the  time  comes  that  major  repairs  to  the 
Walnut  Street  structure  might  be  necessary,  it 
should  be  replaced  by  a new  one  at  the  Forster 
Street  location.  This  possible  eventuality  must  be 
considered  in  planning  any  changes  in  Forster 
Street  as  part  of  the  Capitol  Park  Extension 
project. 

Third  Street 

The  pavement  of  Third  Street  is  now  48  feet 
wide  between  Walnut  and  North  Streets.  Beyond 
the  intersection  of  Third  and  North  Streets,  the 
roadway  narrows  to  38  feet,  the  east  curb  line 
projecting  two  and  a half  feet,  and  the  west  curb 
seven  and  a half  feet  beyond  the  curb  lines  south 
of  North  Street. 

When  the  Capitol  Grounds  are  extended.  Third 
Street  should  be  widened  to  the  east  so  as  to  pro- 
vide an  even  number  of  lanes  of  adequate  width. 
The  present  width  of  48  feet  permits  two  8-foot 
parking  lanes,  and  an  excess  of  2 feet  over  three 
10-foot  travel  lanes.  A width  of  56  feet — allow- 
ing for  four  10-foot  lanes,  and  parking  on  both 
sides,  is  recommended  from  North  Street  to  Forster 
Street.  The  eastward  offset  of  the  east  curb  at 
North  Street,  amounting  to  13^  feet,  would  be 
accomplished  with  a gradual  reverse  curve.  If,  as 
has  been  proposed,  the  half  block  between  Third 
Street  and  the  new  Northwest  Office  Building  that 
lies  between  Forster  and  Boas  Streets  (occupied 
by  the  Liquor  Control  Board)  should  be  pur- 


chased, thus  permitting  this  structure  to  face  onto 
Third  Street,  the  latter  should  be  widened  to  56 
feet  for  the  length  of  this  block  also,  as  indicated 
by  a dashed  line  on  Fig.  19. 


Sixth  and  Seventh  Streets 

Although  both  Sixth  and  Seventh  Streets  north 
of  Forster  Street  are  outside  of  the  Capitol 
Grounds  Extension  Area,  they  are  important  fac- 
tors in  traffic  relating  thereto.  Erom  the  City  line 
southward  to  Reily  Street,  Sixth  Street  is  80  feet 
wide,  with  a 46-foot  pavement.  Erom  Reily  to 
North  Street  it  narrows  to  50  feet,  with  only  a 
28-foot  pavement.  Seventh  Street  is  55  feet  wide, 
with  a 31 -foot  pavement.  In  spite  of  their  narrow- 
ness, these  streets  both  have  heavy  traffic,  par- 
ticularly Seventh  Street,  which  carries  a large 
amount  of  truck  traffic  to  and  from  Herr  Street. 

The  1939-40  Report  of  the  Harrisburg  Area 
Regional  Planning  Committee  makes  the  following 
recommendations  for  these  two  streets: 


“SIXTH  STREET— Needs  . . . estab- 
lishment of  building  setback  lines,  by 
special  ordinance,  or  by  a general  zoning 
ordinance,  increasing  the  street  to  80-foot 
width  from  Reily  Street  to  North  Street. 
Pavement  to  be  increased  to  56  feet  ( two 
8-foot  parking  lanes,  four  10-foot  re- 
stricted speed  lanes).  An  alternative 
would  be  to  forbid  parking  within  this 
section,  widen  the  street  to  60  feet,  with 
a 40- foot  pavement  (four  10- foot  lanes). 

SEVENTH  STREET— Needs  estab- 
lishment of  building  lines  to  provide  at 
least  a 70-foot  street  (better  80-foot  . . .) 
with  a 60-foot  pavement  ( two  8-foot 
parking  lanes,  four  11- foot  restricted 
speed  truck  lanes)  from  Fisher  Plaza  to 
Division  Street  or  beyond.”  * 


Capitol  Garage  Drive 

The  roadway  providing  entrance  and  exit  to 
and  from  the  Capitol  Garage,  though  not  a public 
street,  is  a rather  important  element  in  the  traffic 
picture.  Previous  recommendations,  including  the 
1939  report  of  the  three  Consultants,  have  included 
use  of  the  present  one-way  entrance  from  Eourth 
and  Walnut  Streets,  and  a one-way  exit  running 
straight  through  the  Extension  Area  to  Forster 
Street,  as  shown  on  Figure  19.  Because  of  the 
nature  of  its  use,  this  driveway  would  naturally 

* Planning  for  the  Future  of  the  Harrisburg  Area,  Re- 
port of  the  Harrisburg  Area  Regional  Planning  Com- 
mittee, 1940,  pages  72-3. 
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be  in  effect  a one-way  drive — inward  in  the  morn- 
ing, and  outward  in  the  late  afternoon.  In  order 
to  provide  two  ways  of  ingress  and  egress  in  op- 
posite directions,  so  as  not  to  concentrate  all 
Capitol  traffic  in  one  spot,  it  is  proposed  that  the 
driveway  permit  two-directional  travel.  Fig.  13 
(page  18)  shows  the  effect  of  the  present  single 
exit  onto  Commonwealth  .\venue.  A similar  one 
into  Forster  would  be  no  improvement,  because  so 
many  left  turns  would  be  required.  Allotment  of 
parking  space  in  the  proposed  enlarged  sub-terrace 
garage  in  accordance  with  the  normal  destination 
of  each  car,  so  as  to  produce  a predominance  of 
right-turn  exits  from  the  garage  drive,  would  help 
to  relieve  traffic  snarls.  With  prohibition  of  park- 
ing thereon,  the  present  24-foot  entrance  from 
Fourth  Street  would  be  adequate  for  two  lanes 
outward  (at  the  afternoon  rush  hour)  and  an 
occasional  inbound  car,  traveling  at  a desirable 
moderate  speed,  but  a width  of  2 7 feet  for  both 
sections  of  the  driveway  would  be  preferable. 


B.  THE  BLOCK  PATTERN 

Superimposing  of  the  recommended  revised 
street  pattern  on  the  Extension  Area  results  in 
creation  of  four  separate  blocks:  one  between  the 
railroad  and  Fisher  Plaza;  one  between  the  latter 
and  Commonwealth  Avenue,  and  two  between  that 
thoroughfare  and  Third  Street — divided  by  the 
garage  driveway  (see  Fig.  19).  As  a matter  of 
fact  this  drive  would  be  narrow'  enough  so  that  a 
building  could  be  arched  over  it  if  circumstances  so 
required. 


BUILDING  SITES 

General  principles  concerning  use  for  building 
sites  within  the  blocks  thus  formed  are  outlined  in 
the  previously-mentioned  Consultants’  Report.* 

“The  new  buildings  ought  to  be  lo- 
cated in  such  as  way  as: 

a.  to  leave  the  principal  architectural 
importance  to  the  main  group  forming 
the  Court  of  Honor;**  this  court 
ought  to  remain  the  show  place  of  the 
State  Group. 

b.  to  allow  erection  of  new  buildings 
by  sections,  when  needed,  and  with 
enough  flexibility  of  design  to  accommo- 

*  Report  on  the  Proposed  Extension  of  Capitol  Park, 
by  Paul  P.  Cret,  William  H.  Gehron  and  Thomas  W. 
Sears,  Consultants,  January  12,  1939. 

**  The  term  “Court  of  Honor”  as  here  used  implies  the 
entire  five-building  group  and  the  area  enclosed  thereby. 


date  the  different  purposes  ( office  build- 
ings, laboratory  buildings,  etc.)  This 
means  that  there  ought  to  be  a separa- 
tion as  wide  as  possible  between  the 
formal  group  of  the  Court  of  Honor  and 
the  new  group.  To  this  end,  we  suggest 
that  the  building  area  be  located  along 
Forster  Street,  and  be  not  over  200  feet 
deep,  measured  perpendicularly  to  that 
street,  leaving  a park  area  between  the 
Xorth  Office  Building  and  the  new 
building  area  approxiniately  3S0  feet  in 
width.  The  building  area  thus  provided 
. . . faces  on  Forster  Street  and  the  Park 
belt  . . . and  can  be  divided  into  lengths 
suitable  to  the  types  of  buildings  that 
may  be  required. 


“We  have  considered  several  ways  of 
planning  these  new  buildings.  However, 
as  long  as  the  program  of  ivhat  they 
ought  to  contain  has  not  been  deter- 
mined, we  feel  that  it  would  ha^nper 
more  than  assist  to  try  to  suggest  a form 
in  plan  or  elevatio?i.  IFc  have  satisfied 
ourselves  that  the  area  shown  on  the 
sketches  for  building  purposes  is  ade- 
quate to  receive  500,000  to  800,000 
square  feet  of  floor  area  if  the  proper 
planning  and  number  of  stories  is  used. 

The  architectural  treatment  of  these 
new  buildings,  on  the  location  suggested, 
could,  if  desired,  be  made  more  utili- 
tarian than  the  central  group,  desirable 
harmony  being  preserved  by  sympa- 
thetic design  in  relation  to  the  existing 
buildings,  and  the  proper  selection  of 
materials. 

“The  plan  accompanying  this  report 
is  merely  a diagram,  as  the  time  and  the 
information  at  our  disposal  prevented 
any  attempt  at  planning  either  buildings 
or  grounds.  Our  aim  is  only  to  illustrate 
the  above  recommendations  and  the  gen- 
eral principles  for  the  use  of  the  area 
recommended  for  purchase  . . . Once  a 
broad  policy  has  been  decided  upon,  it  is 
better  to  leave  within  the  limits  of  this 
policy  as  much  freedom  as  possible  to 
those  planning  the  future  buildings.  We 
believe  that  the  separation  of  the  pro- 
posed building  area  from  the  existing 
central  group,  by  a green  belt,  makes 
for  this  desirable  flexibility.’’ 

The  fact  that  streets  and  potential  building 
sites  as  shown  on  Eig.  19,  are  very  different  from 
the  existing  street  and  block  pattern  (Fig.  3)  is 
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sufficient  reason  to  justify  the  State’s  acquiring 
the  Briggs-Forster  strip  of  blocks  simultaneously 
with  the  strip  to  the  south,  rather  than  delay  pur- 
chase until  there  is  need  to  obtain  a particular  site. 
Freedom  for  the  State  to  use  any  building  site 
within  the  Extension  Area  as  required,  and  to  re- 
vise streets  therein  in  accordance  with  a long-term 
plan,  is  dependent  on  unified  control  of  the  whole 
tract. 

THE  PARK  BELT 

.\s  far  as  the  proposed  Extension  Area  is  con- 
cerned, the  “park  belt”  or  “green  belt”  referred 
to  in  above  quotations  would  include  the  land 
bounded  by  the  south  side  of  present  North  and 
Briggs  Streets,  from  Third  Street  to  Eisher  Plaza 
extended, — and  also  the  block  bounded  by  Fors- 
ter, James,  Briggs  and  Third  Streets.  Concerning 


the  general  character  of  development  recom- 
mended for  this  area,  the  Consultants’  report 
states: 

“ . . .we  feel  that  the  formal  treatment 
with  formal  lines  of  trees,  hedges,  pools, 
etc.,  ought  to  be  reserved  for  the  Court 
of  Honor.  Other  parts  of  the  Capitol 
Park  should  be  treated  informally — as 
a green  belt  around  the  central  group 
and  to  be  as  wide  as  possible  to  empha- 
size and  isolate  the  formal  center.  Care 
must  be  taken  to  avoid  wasting  this  op- 
portunity for  securing  a fine  restful  area 
around  the  Capitol  by  letting  new  build- 
ings encroach  into  it  more  than  is  strictly 
necessary.  The  width  of  this  green  belt 
(shown  on  our  plan — about  350  feet), 
is  adequate — but  -not  more.” 


Fig.  20.  These  Temporary  Buildings,  still  needed  for  office  space,  prevent  completion  of  “The  People’s  Court”  east 
of  the  Capitol.  As  long  as  they  remain,  parking  (410  spaces)  naturally  continues. 
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VIII.  STEPS  IN  DEVELOPMENT  OF  THE  EXTENSION  AREA 


Th^  story  of  the  Capitol  Grounds  Extension 
will  by  no  means  be  complete  when  all  properties 
have  been  acquired  by  the  State.  There  will  still 
remain  for  consideration  such  inter-related  prob- 
lems as  ( 1 ) demolition  of  existing  structures.  ( 2 ) 
timing  the  removal  of  certain  streets,  and  widen- 
ing and  extension  of  others,  (3)  modifications  of 
underground  utility  lines  necessitated  by  street 
changes,  (4)  development  of  the  park  belt,  (5) 
possible  interim  use  of  remaining  sections  of  the 
tract  prior  to  final  development,  (6)  ways  and 
means  of  providing  for  site  improvment,  and  (7) 
provision  of  protective  regulations  and  covenants 
which  would  help  to  assure  that  future  private 
development  adjacent  to  the  entire  Capitol 
Grounds  would  be  as  harmonious  as  possible,  and 
not  such  as  to  detract  in  any  way  from  the  State's 
large  investment  in  the  Capitol  area. 

If  sufficient  funds  could  be  made  available  at 
one  time  to  take  care  of  all  demolition  in  the 
Area,  of  all  street  changes,  revisions  of  utility 
lines,  and  complete  site  improvment,  little  ad- 
ditional comment  would  be  needed  here.  It 
seems  unlikely,  however,  that  the  entire  job  will 
be  done  simultaneously.  Shortage  of  dwellings  in 
Harrisburg  makes  questionable  the  advisability  of 
initial  destruction  of  295  residential  units. 
Economy  suggests  that  removal  and  reconstruc- 
tion of  streets  and  utilities,  and  general  regrading 
might  be  done  in  more  than  one  phase,  over  a 
period  of  time;  also  that  in  some  portions  of  the 
tract  certain  structures  might  be  rented  after 
their  purchase  by  the  State,  until  such  time  as 
their  sites  may  be  needed  for  buildings.  It  seems 
worthwhile  therefore  to  work  out  the  best  pos- 
sible sequence  of  steps  in  the  development  of  the 
Extension  Area. 


(1)  DEAIOLITIOX 

The  process  of  demolition  would  vary  con- 
siderably according  to  whether  or  not  the  Harris- 
burg Housing  Authority  were  directly  involved  in 
acquisition  of  the  tract.  The  State  Legislative 
Act  previously  referred  to,  wherein  is  authorized 
mutual  action  by  a housing  authority  and  by  the 
State,  reads  as  follows: 

'‘Seciion  2.  The  Cowinomvealth  of 
Pennsylvania,  shall  have  the  power  and 
authority  to  enter  into  contracts  with 
any  Housing  Authority,  either  before 


said  Housing  Authority  undertakers  a 
project  whereby  it  shall  demolish,  clear 
or  remove  buildings  from  a slum  area, 
or  after  it  has  undertaken  and  com- 
pleted such  slum  clearance  project  . . . ” 


It  further  notes  that  the  contract 

"'...shall  impose  a duty  upon  the 
Housing  .Authority  to  demolish,  clear, 
or  remove  all  such  buildings  from  the 
slum  area  as  shall  be  necessary  to 
change  the  character  of  said  area  and 
remove  the  slums  therefrom  as  promptly 
as  circumstances  shall  permit." 


It  is  apparent  that  considerable  leeway  is  given 
to  the  Housing  Authority  to  determine  what 
properties  should  be  demolished,  and  when.  If 
the  Harrisburg  Housing  Authority  becomes  a 
party  to  the  acquisition  of  the  Extension  Area, 
it  is  clearly  responsible,  sooner  or  later,  for 
elimination  of  what  are  demonstrably  "slum 
dwellings”.  Such  demolition  would  naturally  be 
tempered  by  the  housing  agency's  concern  to 
avoid  accentuating  the  present  housing  shortage, 
and  therefore  would  need  to  tie  in  with  either 
public  or  private  dwelling  construction  programs. 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  last  quotation 
above  states  that  “buildings”  rather  than  "dwell- 
ings" shall  be  removed.  Thus  it  appears  that 
clearance  of  non-residential  structures  might 
devolve  upon  the  Housing  Authority,  provided 
they  are  exceptionally  run-down,  or  constitute 
fire  hazards,  or  would  contribute  otherwise  to- 
ward depreciation  of  the  district.  Demolition  of 
other  structures,  superior  to  such  a classification, 
would  seem  in  any  case  the  responsibility  of  the 
State.  It  should  not  be  difticult  for  the  State  and 
the  Harrisburg  Housing  Authority  to  achieve  a 
mutually  satisfactory  agreement  in  regard  to 
their  respective  shares  of  demolition. 

If  the  Harrisburg  Housing  Authority  were  not 
directly  involved  in  acquisition  of  the  Extension 
Area,  the  State  of  course  would  take  care  of  all 
clearance,  as  it  did  in  the  case  of  the  First  Ex- 
tension. The  assistance  of  the  local  Housing 
Authority,  however,  should  be  sought  in  connec- 
tion with  the  timing  of  demolition,  so  as  to 
minimize  hardship  on  residents  who  must  be 
dispossessed. 


After  acquiring  the  tract,  the  State  would  pre- 
sumably wish  to  demolish  at  least  all  sub-stand- 
ard or  poor-quality  buildings  as  soon  as  possible. 
Fig.  15  furnishes  clues  as  to  the  distribution  of 
such  structures.  On  that  basis,  residential  build- 
ings, without  exception,  would  be  cleared  east- 
ward from  East  Street,  and  also  in  the  eastern 
half  of  Block  5.  Only  certain  institutional  and 
commercial  structures  might  be  temporarily  re- 
tained within  that  area.  Poor-grade  buildings 
in  other  blocks  would  also  be  subject  to  initial 
demolition. 


(2  ) REVISION  OF  STREETS 

Assuming  that,  for  one  reason  or  another, 
revision  of  streets  within  the  Extension  Area 
would  be  distributed  over  a period  of  time, 
analysis  of  the  factors  involved  indicates  two 
main  phases  of  the  work.  The  first  would  in- 
clude changes  in  the  block  strip  between  North 
and  Briggs  Streets,  from  Third  Street  to  the 
railroad.  The  second  w!ould  comprise  the  cor- 
responding strip  between  Briggs  and  Forster 
Streets. 


THE  FIRST  PHASE 

In  discussing  the  purposes  of  the  Extension 
on  page  9,  it  was  noted  that  acquisition  of  this 
area  by  the  State  would  relieve  the  present 
cramped  and  unfinished  conditions  on  the  north 
side  of  the  North  Office  Building  and  the  Finance 
Building,  and  would  provide  an  adequate  setting 
to  the  north  of  the  Capitol.  The  key  to  these 
improvements  lies  in  the  removal  of  North  Street 
and  at  least  the  south  block  of  Sixth  Street,  thus 
permitting  the  necessary  cutting  down  of  the 
Sixth  Street  ridge,  south  of  Briggs.  Getting  rid 
of  North  Street  means  the  dead-ending,  and 
therefore  the  removal  of  intermediate  streets  be- 
tween it  and  Briggs  Street,  and  demolition  of 
buildings,  regardless  of  their  character,  which 
front  thereon.  Continuity  of  East  and  Seventh 
Streets,  it  is  true,  would  not  be  changed  by  re- 
moval of  North  Street.  In  the  case  of  the  former, 
howev^er,  buildings  would  have  to  be  removed  to 
permit  its  widening  as  a continuation  of  Com- 
monwealth .Avenue.  .At  least  in  the  first  block 
of  Seventh  Street,  buildings  should  also  come 
down,  for  a meat-packing  plant  does  not  make  a 
very  satisfactory  neighbor  for  the  State  Capitol 
group. 

For  reasons  which  will  be  explained  later  on, 
it  is  recommended  that  Blocks  1 and  2 (bounded 
by  Third,  Forster,  Capital,  and  Briggs  Streets) 
be  included  in  the  First  Phase.  This  calls  for 
removal  of  James  Street,  and  demolition  of  all 
structures  except  the  Oddfellows  Building  at 
Third  and  Forster  Streets. 


The  First  Phase  thus  means  practically  a clean 
sweep  of  streets  and  buildings  northward  to 
Briggs  Street,  and  in  the  Briggs-Forster  Block  as 
far  east  as  Capital  Street.  Thereafter  follows 
the  constructive  stage  of  providing  new  streets. 
These  include  extensions  to  Briggs  Street  of 
Fisher  Plaza,  Commonwealth  .Avenue,  and  the 
Capitol  Garage  driveway. 

FISHER  PLAZA — Reference  to  Fig.  3 will  in- 
dicate that  with  the  elimination  of  North  Street, 
west-  and  northwest-bound  traffic  from  Memorial 
Bridge  would  have  to  make  a jog  eastward  onto 
Seventh  Street,  and  then  back  onto  Briggs  unless 
Fisher  Plaza  were  extended  northward.  This  fact 
seems  sufficient  justification  for  a one-block  ex- 
tension of  Fisher  Plaza  in  the  First  Phase,  rather 
than  later  construction  of  both  blocks  at  once. 
Gradient  over  the  entire  length  will  be  negligible, 
so  that  permanent  grading  and  surfacing  of 
Fisher  Plaza  from  North  to  Briggs  Street  could 
be  accomplished. 

COMM  ON  WE  A L TH  A VEN  UE— A necessary 
concomitant  of  the  North  Street  elimination 
would  be  the  continuation  of  Commonwealth 
Avenue  north  to  Briggs  Street.  Although  its 
further  extension  to  Forster  Street  would  be  de- 
sirable, grading  changes  that  would  he  required 
at  the  intersection  of  Commonwealth  and  Forster 
because  of  the  rather  steep  present  gradient  of 
the  latter  would  be  impracticable  to  achieve 
prior  to  the  major  operation  of  widening  and 
lowering  the  grade  of  Forster  Street.  It  is  true 
that  a similiar  difficulty  will  be  met  at  the  junc- 
tion of  Commonwealth  .Avenue  and  Briggs  Street, 
but  this  will  not  be  a permanent  intersection,  and 
the  State,  owning  all  adjacent  land,  would  be  free 
to  indulge  in  temporary  grading  expedients. 
Tentative  profile  studies  indicate  that  the  first 
block  extension  of  Commonwealth  Avenue  could 
safely  be  made  on  the  basis  of  the  final  profile. 

CAPITOL  GARAGE  DRIVE  — CsixeivA  study 
should  determine  whether  the  permanent  profile 
of  the  first  half  of  the  drive  to  Forster  Street 
could  be  achieved  in  the  First  Phase,  or  whether 
subsequent  elimination  of  Briggs  Street  might  in- 
volve some  cutting  to  grade  for  the  driveway. 
Rough  profiles  indicate  something  like  a two-foot 
cut  at  the  intersection  of  Briggs  Street  and  the 
finished  garage  drive.  Pending  its  extension  to 
Forster  Street  this  roadway  could  be  built  27  feet 
wide  to  Briggs  Street,  probably  without  final 
surfacing. 

BRIGGS  STREET  — Elimination  of  North 
Street  in  the  first  phase  of  the  street  revision  pro- 
gram would  leave  Briggs  as  the  marginal  street. 
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Thus  the  existing  25-foot  pavement  of  Briggs  Street 
would  take  over  the  traffic  that  uses  the  present  33- 
foot  pavement  of  North  Street.  Actually,  however, 
33  feet  is  an  inadequate  width  for  four  traffic  lanes, 
and  where  there  are  numerous  lateral  intersections 
a third  lane  is  nearly  useless  for  passing.  Thus  both 
North  and  Briggs  Streets,  with  partial  parking,  in 
reality  now  have  only  one  effective  moving  traffic 
lane  in  each  direction. 

It  may  very  likely  prove  wise  to  eliminate  the 
sidewalk  on  the  south  side  of  Briggs  Street,  and 
widen  the  paved  way  to  40  feet,  providing  an  in- 
expensive, temporary  surfacing.  Most  of  the 
street  trees  on  Briggs  are  poplars  or  soft  maples; 
few  of  the  trees  would  be  desirable  for  retention 
as  part  of  the  permanent  planting  of  the  park 
area.  For  that  reason  they  need  not  be  allowed 
to  interfere  with  even  temporary  grading. 

In  connection  with  the  First  Phase  all  parking 
should  be  eliminated  on  Briggs  Street,  as  it  is  on 
some  sections  of  North  Street  at  present.  It 
might  be  possible  to  work  out  a system  of  one- 
way traffic  for  Briggs  and  Forster  Streets.  Traf- 
fic difficulties  will  still  be  present,  however,  until 
Forster  Street  has  been  widened,  and  Briggs 
eliminated,  in  the  second  and  final  phase  of  the 
program. 


THE  SECOND  PHASE 

The  Second  Phase  is  essentially  a repetition  of 
the  elements  involved  in  the  first  one,  but  applied 
to  the  Briggs-Forster  strip  of  blocks.  It  involves 
the  demolition  of  all  remaining  buildings,  the  re- 
moval of  intervening  streets  (Capital,  Plum,  Sixth, 
Ash,  Cowden,  Brown,  and  Seventh  Streets)  as  well 
as  Briggs  street,  and  the  accomplishment  of  street 
extensions  and  widenings. 


FISHER  PLAZA — Reference  to  Fig.  19  shows 
that  Fisher  Plaza  would  be  extended  to  a new 
and  greatly  improved  intersection  wdth  Seventh 
Street  at  Forster.  Grading  will  be  negligible. 


COMMOSAVEALTH  AVEXUE  — .\s  already 
noted  in  connection  with  the  First  Phase,  con- 
tinuation of  Commonwealth  .Avenue  northward 
with  the  present  pavement  width  of  52  feet  will 
involve  a considerable  grading  problem  at  its  in- 
tersection with  Forster  Street. 

Coincident  with  this  second  one-block  exten- 
sion of  Commonwealth  .Avenue  by  the  State, 
efforts  should  be  made  to  persuade  the  Citv  to 
extend  the  avenue  one  block  farther  to  an  inter- 
section with  Sixth  and  Boas  Streets.  It  is  not 
impossible  that  the  resultant  increased  assessed 
valuation  of  frontage  on  the  new  wide  street  over 


a period  of  time  would  repay  in  taxes  the  cost  to 
the  City  of  this  improvment.  .\  Sufficient  justi- 
fication, however,  would  come  from  improved 
traffic  conditions  created  by  direct  continuity  be- 
tween Sixth  Street  and  Commonwealth  .Avenue. 
Eventual  widening  of  Sixth  Street  from  Boas  to 
Reily  Streets  is  contemplated  in  connection  with 
this  proposal,  as  noted  on  page  30. 


FORSTER  STRF.ET — ^\Vhether  or  not  a river 
bridge  is  eventually  buiP  at  the  west  end  of 
Eorster  Street*  the  latter  will  be  the  permanent 
marginal  thoroughfare  on  the  north  side  of  the 
enlarged  Capitol  Grounds,  and  as  such  it  will 
carry  a heavy  volume  of  traft'ic.  Eor  a motorway 
of  such  importance  the  present  profile  of  Eorster 
Street  would  be  unsatisfactory.  Considerations 
of  gradient,  cross-slope  at  future  intersections, 
and  vertical  sight-distance  call  for  careful  study 
as  a basis  for  future  improvement.  Existing 
grades  up  to  7 per  cent,  and  limited  visibility  at 
the  intersection  with  Sixth  Street,  suggest  that 
Eorster  Street  will  require  more  than  mere  widen- 
ing of  the  pavement  to  60  feet  to  make  it  a 
throughfare.  It  may  be  necessary  to  lower  the 
grade  at  Sixth  Street  by  two  feet  or  more,  with 
the  cut  tapering  off  to  grade  before  reaching 
Sixth  and  Boas  Streets.  Buildings  along  the 
north  side  of  Eorster,  and  both  sides  of  Sixth 
Street,  could  be  adjusted  to  new  grades  without 
serious  difficulty.  Some  cut  also  appears  to  be 
required  at  intersections  with  Capital  Street  and 
Commonwealth  .Avenue.  In  order  to  reduce  the 
gradient,  a moderate  fill  may  be  needed  at  the 
depressed  intersection  with  Cowden  Street,  which 
is  now  four  feet  lower  than  the  junction  of 
Seventh  and  Eorster  Streets,  and  19  feet  lower 
than  East  and  Eorster  Streets. 

Cooperative  action  by  City  and  State  will  pre- 
sumably be  required  in  improving  P’orster  Street, 
and  in  making  incidental  grade  adjustments  out- 
side the  Extension  .Area.  Forster  Street  holds 
the  same  potentialities  for  increased  valuation  of 
adjacent  frontages  as  were  noted  for  the  Forster- 
Boas  block  of  Commonwealth  .Avenue. 


CAPITOL  GARAGE  DRIVE — Continuation  of 
the  Capitol  Garage  driveway  from  Briggs  Street 
to  Forster  Street  would  complete  the  two-day 
road  indicated  on  Fig.  19,  providing  garage 
access  to  and  from  both  Forster  and  Walnut 
Streets. 

Following  completion  of  this  Second  Phase,  the 
street  and  block  pattern  shown  on  Fig.  19  will 
have  been  achieved. 

* -See  page  29. 
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There  should  be  noted  the  possibility  that  need 
for  utilizing  one  or  more  of  the  Building  Sites  in 
the  Extension  Area  might  necessiate  undertaking 
some  street  alterations  beyond  those  indicated 
for  the  First  Phase,  without  involving  completion 
of  the  entire  program  as  included  in  the  Second 
Phase. 


( 3 ) changp:s  in  utility  lines 

Concurrently  wdth  street  and  block  revisions 
within  the  Extension  .\rea  certain  alterations  in 
existing  underground  utility  lines  will  have  to  be 
made.  These  lines  include  sewers,  water  mains, 
electric  power  ducts,  steam-heat  pipes,  and  tele- 
phone conduits.  There  are  no  subsurface  munic- 
ipal electric  lines. 

SEWERS 

The  Sixth  Street  ridge  serves  as  a divide  for 
existing  sewer  lines  within  the  Extension  Area. 
On  one  side  pipes  run  eastward  from  East  Street 
under  Brown  and  Primrose  Streets,  and  westward 
from  Seventh  Street  along  Forster  and  Briggs,  to 
join  the  Cowden  Street  sewer.  This  line  in  turn 
feeds  southward  into  the  North  Street  sewer  that 
begins  opposite  the  east  wing  of  the  North  Office 
Building,  and  continues  eastward  under  the  rail- 
road, to  enter  the  intercepting  sewer  at  Paxton 
Creek.  On  the  west  side  of  the  ridge  a line  be- 
ginning at  Sixth  Street  follows  Briggs  Street 
westward,  picking  up  a northward  flowing  line 
from  Capital  Street.  At  James  Street  it  turns 
north  and  joins  at  Forster  a short  line  which  enters 
the  Third  Street  sewer. 

.\11  these  pipes,  including  the  one  in  North 
Street,  lie  deep  enough  so  that  they  would  not  be 
affected  by  grading  cuts. 

.As  evident  from  comparison  of  Fig.  15  on  page 
18  with  Fig.  19,  page  28,  the  sewer  in  Brown 
Street,  and  the  main  from  North  Street  cut  across 
potential  building  sites.  It  will  be  a simple 
matter  to  abandon  the  Brown  Street  section  and 
any  other  which  might  not  be  needed  for  storm 
drainage  or  for  connections  from  possible  future 
State  buildings.  Less  simple  is  the  matter  of  the 
North  Street  outflow  line  across  Building  Site  .\. 
.Assuming  the  undesirability  of  constructing  a 
building  over  so  important  a sewer  line,  there 
are  three  alternatives.  ( 1 ) shortening  the  build- 
ing site  by  some  110  feet;  (2)  moving  the  sewer 
southward  so  as  to  dodge  the  building,  if  and 
when  constructed;  (3)  designing  the  building  so 
as  to  provide  an  open  passageway  through  to  the 
rear,  on  the  present  line  of  North  Street,  thus 
providing  an  easement  for  access  to  the  sewer. 
The  choice  of  a solution,  however,  need  not  be 
faced  until  such  time  as  construction  of  a build- 
ing on  this  site  becomes  imminent. 


WATER  MAINS 

Water  mains  occur  in  all  streets  within  the 
.Area  except  Plum  and  .Ash  Streets,  West  .Alley, 
and  Primrose  Street  between  Cowden  and 
Seventh.  Most  of  these  are  6-inch  mains.  Ex- 
ceptions include  an  8-inch  line  on  Forster  Street 
east  of  Sixth,  a 20-inch  main  on  Sixth  Street,  the 
42-inch  main  on  Seventh  that  connects  with  the 
new  Clark  Valley  impounded  reservoir,  and  four 
large  mains  in  North  Street — 10,  16,  30,  and  36- 
inch  pipes. 

In  connection  with  development  of  the  Exten- 
sion Area  the  smaller  mains  would  merely  be 
disconnected  and  left  in  the  ground,  the  value  of 
the  salvaged  pipes  being  not  worth  the  cost  of 
their  removal.  The  20-inch  main  in  Sixth  Street, 
however,  serves  the  northern  section  of  the  City. 
Because  of  the  prospective  cut  along  the  ridge 
this  line  would  have  to  be  replaced.  In  order  to 
avoid  cutting  through  a potential  building  site  a 
new  location  should  be  sought,  probably  via 
Commonwealth  .Avenue  to  Boas  Street,  if  that 
extension  is  achieved. 

Fortunately  it  will  not  be  necessary  to  disturb 
the  42-inch  main  which  lies  just  west  of  the 
center  of  Seventh  Street.  Neither  appreciable 

cut  nor  fill  will  be  involved  in  the  replacement  of 
that  street  by  the  Extension  of  Fisher  Plaza.  As 
Fig.  19  indicates,  any  future  building  on  site  A 
would  be  set  back  sufficiently  to  avoid  interfering 
with  the  water  main. 

The  major  item  of  e.xpense  for  water-main 

relocation  will  be  in  connection  with  the  cutting 

down  of  North  Street,  necessitating  the  lowering, 
probably  from  Capital  Street  to  Commonwealth 
.Avenue,  of  the  four  parallel  mains  previously 
noted.  This,  however,  is  an  item  of  expense 

which  would  be  incurred  regardless  of  Extension 
of  the  Capitol  Grounds,  in  conjunction  with  the 
long-delayed  removal  of  the  North  Street  hump, 
so  as  to  permit  completion  of  the  grading  and  im- 
provements in  front  of  the  North  Office  Building. 


ELECTRIC  POWER  DUCTS 

.A  power  duct  of  the  Pennsylvania  Power  and 
Light  Company  runs  along  Commonwealth 
.Avenue  and  East  Street  to  Briggs,  and  under  the 
latter  to  and  beyond  Third  Street.  From  Briggs 
Street  a branch  line  extends  along  James  Street 
to  Boas  Street,  serving  the  Northwest  Office 
Building.  Apparently  the  only  portion  of  these 
lines  that  would  be  affected  by  Extension  of  the 
Capitol  Grounds  is  the  section  in  Briggs  Street 
between  Commonwealth  .Avenue  and  Capital 
Street  where  lowering  in  place  would  be  neces- 
sary because  of  prospective  cutting  down  of  the 
ridve. 
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STEAM-HEAT  PIPES 

The  main  line  of  the  Power  Company’s  steam- 
heating pipes  follows  the  same  route  as  the 
power  conduits,  on  East  and  Briggs  Streets.  Ad- 
ditional connecting  lines  run  along  North  and 
Forster  Streets  between  Commonwealth  Avenue 
and  Third  Streets,  and  in  Sixth  Street  from 
North  Street  to  Forster  and  beyond.  There  is 
also  a pipe  from  Briggs  Street  along  James  Street 
to  the  Northwest  Office  Building. 

With  elimination  of  service  to  the  adjacent 
Extension  Area  blocks,  pipes  on  North  and  Sixth 
Streets  within  the  .^rea  could  be  eliminated. 
Those  in  Briggs  and  Forster  Streets  would  have 
to  be  replaced  at  greater  depth  within  the 
territory  affected  by  the  grading  of  the  ridge,  as 
previously  noted. 


TELEPHONE  CONDUITS 

Briggs  Street  is  the  location  of  the  only  con- 
tinuous underground  telephone  conduits  in  the 
Extension  Area.  They  will  have  to  be  lowered 
in  place,  probably  from  Capital  Street  to  Com- 
monwealth Avenue,  as  a result  of  the  prospective 
slicing  off  of  the  Sixth  Street  ridge,  on  which 
preliminary  study  indicates  an  eventual  cut  of 
some  three  feet  at  the  intersection  of  Briggs  and 
Sixth  Streets.  Lowering  of  the  conduits  and 
deepening  of  manholes  can  be  done  satisfactorily 
prior  to  general  grading  of  the  adjacent  ridge 
area. 

Due  to  the  necessity  of  leaving  various  sub- 
surface utilities  within  the  bounds  of  present 
Briggs  Street,  it  is  important  that  the  south  line 
of  the  three  potential  future  Building  Sites  B,  C, 
and  D,  shown  in  Fig.  19  should  not  be  permitted 
to  encroach  on  the  present  north  curb  line  of 
Briggs  Street,  in  order  to  leave  an  adequate  ease- 
ment for  access  to  pipes.  Thus  the  available 
depth  of  building  sites  would  become  approxi- 
mateyl  180  feet,  rather  than  200  feet,  as  noted  in 
the  quotation  from  the  Consultants’  report  on 
page  31. 


(4)  DEVELOPMENT  OF  THE  PARK 
BELT 

Reference  was  made  on  page  32  to  the  “pai'k 
belt”  which  the  Consultants’  plan,  Fig.  19,  shows 
as  occupying  the  blocks  that  lie  between  North 
and  Briggs  Streets  from  the  extension  of  Fisher 
Plaza  to  Third  Street,  and  continuing  northward 
along  the  latter  at  least  as  far  as  Forster  Street. 
This  belt  would  constitute  a permanent  park 


setting  on  the  north  sitie  of  the  Capitol,  the 
North  Office  Building,  and  the  Finance  Building. 

On  page  30  brief  note  was  made  of  a proposal 
that  the  half-block  west  of  the  Northwest  Office 
Building  be  acquired  by  the  State.  .-\lthough 
such  action  would  be  desirable  for  several 
reasons,  that  tract  is  not  considered  an  integral 
part  of  the  Capitol  Grounds  Extension  Area. 
FTless  it  is  acquired,  however,  the  preservation 
as  an  open  space  of  Block  2,  south  of  the  North- 
west Office  Building  would  be  advantageous,  in 
order  to  provide  an  open  foreground  on  at  least 
one  side  of  that  building,  and  to  help  to  tie  it  in 
with  the  whole  Capitol  Park  Development.  In- 
clusion of  Block  1,  which  abuts  on  Third  Street 
between  Briggs  and  Forster,  as  part  of  the 
permanent  park  area,  is  a foregone  conclusion, 
in  order  to  provide  adequate  park  frontage  north 
of  the  Capitol.  For  these  reasons  Blocks  1 and  2 
are  both  included  in  the  recommendation  for 
complete  demolition  in  the  First  Phase,  as  noted 
on  page  34.  It  is  obviously  desirable  that  these 
blocks  as  well  as  the  entire  strip  between  North 
and  Briggs  Streets  should  be  freed  of  buildings 
and  streets,  and  brought  to  finished  grade  short- 
ly after  acquisition,  so  that  planting  of  trees,  etc. 
may  be  done  as  soon  as  possible. 

The  Consultants’  Report  has  recommended, 
(page  32)  an  informal  type  of  development  for 
the  park  belt,  in  contrast  with  the  balanced 
symmetry  of  the  present  Capitol  Group.  There 
are  several  reasons  for  choice  of  this  type  of 
treatment.  For  one  thing,  informality  would 
avoid  any  impression  of  competition  or  organic 
relationship  with  the  Brunner  Plan.  Secondly, 
it  would  continue  consistently  along  the  north 
side  of  the  present  Capitol  Group  the  informal 
type  of  landscape  treatment  which  now  prevails 
along  the  south  and  west  sides. 

Finally,  existing  variation  of  levels  within  the 
proposed  park  area  would  make  diflicult  and  ex- 
pensive any  efforts  to  formalize  its  treatment. 

Two  distinct  units,  separated  by  the  broad 
pavement  of  Commonwealth  .\venue,  will  occur  in 
the  permanent  park  area.  One,  which  for  pur- 
poses of  description  is  designated  as  the  East 
lOrk,  will  extend  from  Fisher  Plaza  to  Common- 
wealth .Avenue.  The  West  Park  will  reach  from 
Commonwealth  .Avenue  to  Third  Street.  Includ- 
ing the  extra  frontage  along  that  street  between 
Briggs  and  Forster,  it  will  be  twice  as  long  as 
the  East  Park.  The  Capitol  garage  drive,  unlike 
Commonwealth  .\venue,  will  not  form  an  appre- 
ciable break  in  the  continuity  of  appearance  of 
the  West  Park,  and  its  presence  can  be  minimized 
by  the  arrangement  of  plant  materials. 

The  East  Park  will  have  a slightly  concave 
cross-section  for  its  long  dimension,  east  to  west, 
that  is,  from  Commonwealth  .Avenue  to  Fisher 
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Plaza.  Present  elevations  of  its  northwest  and 
southwest  corners  are  respectively  342  and  338, 
(see  Fig.  3,  page  8).  Preliminary  study  indicates 
that  neither  of  these  figures  is  likely  to  be  appre- 
ciably changed.  Existing  grades  of  the  two  eastern 
corners,  at  elevation  332,  likewise  are  permanent. 
Halfway  between  these  pairs  of  elevations,  that 
is,  on  Cowden  Street,  the  grade  is  lowest:  326  at 
Briggs  Street,  and  329.6  at  North  Street.  A slight 
fill  might  be  desirable  in  front  of  the  Finance 
Building,  and  several  feet  of  eventual  fill  in  the 
low  point  at  Briggs  and  Cowden  Streets. 

The  West  Park  is  quite  different  in  topographic 
character,  having  a convex  cross-section  length- 
wise. The  present  Sixth  Street  Ridge  has  its  high 
point  (within  the  Park  area)  at  Briggs  Street, 
elevation  352,  and  drops  two  feet  to  North  Street. 
With  an  eventual  three-foot  cut  likely  at  Sixth 
and  Briggs  Streets,  and  nearly  ten  feet  at  North 
Street,  the  future  elevations  would  become  respec- 
tively about  349  and  340.  The  necessary  cut  in 
front  of  the  North  Office  Building  will  require 
grading  of  a gentle  depression,  draining  eastward, 
its  north  side  sloping  up  to  a crest  at  the  line  of 
Briggs  Street.  At  the  western  end  of  the  Park 
there  will  be  a fairly  even  rise  eastward  from  Third 
Street  to  a saddle  at  the  line  of  Capital  Street,  on 
which  very  little  grading  appears  to  be  in  prospect. 

The  complications  involved  in  interrelating  re- 
vised street  profiles,  park  grading,  present  build- 
ings, and  potential  building  sites  (not  to  speak  of 
the  general  and  detailed  design  of  the  park  itself) 
will  require  careful  study  by  an  experienced  and 
highly  capable  landscape  architect,  who  should  be 
brought  into  the  picture  in  advance  of  any  devel- 
opment of  the  park  area.  Grading  and  planting  of 
both  East  and  West  Parks  should  be  thoughtfully 
studied  in  relation  to  existing  structures  and  pros- 
pective sites,  as  generally  indicated  by  the  Consul- 
tants’ plan.  At  least  preliminary  grading  studies 
should  be  made  prior  to  demolition  of  buildings,  so 
as  to  indicate  possible  places  for  depositing  struc- 
tural wastes,  while  avoiding  any  necessity  of  their 
rehandling  incidental  to  final  grading  and  planting. 


( 5 ) INTERIM  USE  OE  THE  BUILD- 
ING SITE  AREA 

The  permanent  Park  Belt  having  been  defined 
and  discussed,  consideration  of  the  remainder  of 
the  Extension  .Area  is  called  for.  Included  in  the 
Building  Site  .'\rea  is  the  land  between  Fisher  Plaza 
and  the  railroad,  (see  Fig.  19),  and  the  strip  now 
bounded  by  Forster  and  Briggs  Streets,  between 
Seventh  and  James  Streets, — or  under  the  condi- 
tions noted  on  page  37,  only  as  far  west  as  to  in- 
clude Capital  Street.  On  pages  11  and  31  reasons 
were  given  for  acquiring  all  this  land  simultane- 
ously, for  potential  building  sites,  even  though  cur- 
rent conditions  render  injudicious  any  specific 


prophecies  as  to  future  State  building  require- 
ments. 

Inasmuch  as  this  tract,  unlike  the  Park  Belt,  is 
not  scheduled  for  permanent  park  use,  it  seems 
reasonable  for  the  State  to  make  as  effective  and 
profitable  use  of  it  as  possible  in  the  interim  (which 
may  be  of  long  duration)  between  its  purchase  and 
its  use  for  State  building  sites.  This  may  involve 
direct  utilization  for  State  purposes,  or  rental  of 
selected  properties  in  continuance  of  present  uses, 
or  for  some  new  purposes. 

Interim  use  should  be  thought  of  as  taking  place 
in  two  distinct  periods.  Duration  of  the  first  would 
be  from  completion  of  the  First  Phase  of  street  re- 
visions (see  page  34)  to  the  beginning  of  the 
Second  Phase.  During  this  period  Blocks  3 to  11 
inclusive  (see  Fig.  14  or  15,  back  of  page  18) 
would  remain  intact,  as  blocks.  The  second  interim 
period  would  extend  from  completion  of  the  pro- 
posed street  and  block  pattern  to  such  a time  as 
all  of  the  potential  building  sites  have  been  built 
upon  by  the  State.  This  period  also  may  be  of  long 
duration  for  all  or  parts  of  the  tract. 


(a)  FIRST  INTERIM  PERIOD 

.\t  this  point  it  may  be  well  to  note  the  pros- 
pective structural  status  of  all  twenty  blocks  in  the 
Extension  .'\rea,  following  initial  demolition  of 
undesirable  buildings,  and  in  the  First  Phase  of 
Street  Revisions.  (See  Fig.  14.) 


Block  No. 

Structures  Remaining 

1 

Oddfellows  Building 

2 

None 

3 &4 

Residences  only  (29),  including  1 
used  partly  for  business. 

5 

West  half  of  block:  residences  in- 
tact (14),  including  1 used  partly 
for  business;  east  half:  none 

6,  7,  8,  & 9 

None 

10 

North  half  of  block:  all  buildings: 
south  half:  filling  station,  garage 
court  (23  units),  and  the  unnamed 
building  just  west  of  the  court. 

1 1 to  20 

None 

There  would  thus  be  only  one  structure  left  in 
the  Park  Belt — the  Oddfellows  Building,  which  is 
now  rented  by  the  State,  (see  page  26),  and  which 
would  remain  until  eliminated  by  the  widening  of 
Forster  Street. 

In  the  Building  Site  .A,rea  there  would  remain 
some  structures  that  would  be  useful  to  the  State, 
and  others  that  might  well  be  rented  for  the  dura- 
tion of  the  period. 
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The  Commonwealth  now  leases  a garage  with 
27,000  square  feet  of  floor  space  at  38  North  Cam- 
eron Street,  for  an  annual  rental  of  $5,100.  In  the 
north  half  of  Block  10  is  a row  of  structures,  at 
present  used  for  various  purposes:  a motor  freight 
terminal,  storage  warehouses,  garage,  etc.,  with 
space  all  on  one  floor  totalling  nearly  39,000  square 
feet.  In  addition  there  is  a small  detached  garage 
and  a loading  platform.  Use  of  these  conveniently- 
located  facilities  by  the  State  during  the  First 
Interim  Period,  in  place  of  the  present  rented 
garage  space  would  mean  considerable  economy. 
Shortage  of  private  garages  in  this  neighborhood 
would  probably  justify  retaining  and  renting  out 
the  existing  garage  court  on  Briggs  Street,  which 
contains  spaces  for  23  cars.  The  cinder  block  build- 
ing west  of  the  garage  court,  now  occupied  by  a 
WPA  project,  might  either  be  rented  or  used  for 
some  State  purpose.  The  filling  station  at  Seventh 
and  Briggs  Streets  could  undoubtedly  be  leased  to 
advantage,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  during  the 
First  Interim  Period  Briggs  Street  would  be  re- 
placing North  Street  as  the  marginal  thoroughfare 
north  of  the  Capitol  grounds.  Annual  income  to 
the  State  of  $1000  to  $1500  from  such  a lease  is 
a reasonable  possibility.  Finally  the  43  residences 
in  Blocks  3,  4 and  5 which  bring  in  total  annual 
rentals  of  not  quite  $40,000*  should  be  retained 
and  rented  during  this  period  because  of  the  hous- 
ing shortage  .in  the  City,  and  the  financial  assist- 
ance that  they  would  furnish  to  the  State  in  help- 
ing to  pay  carrying  charges  incident  to  the  pur- 
chase of  these  properties.  With  the  development 
of  the  Park  Belt  and  other  improvements  in  the 
vicinity,  these  houses  would  become  more  desir- 
able than  at  present,  and  there  should  be  no  diffi- 
culty in  maintainins  practically  100  percent  occu- 
pancy. 

Additional  land  within  the  Building  Site  Area, 
now  vacant,  or  to  be  cleared  by  demolition,  would 
total  nearly  220,000  square  feet,  of  which  some- 
thing more  than  half  would  lie  between  Fisher 
Plaza  and  the  railroad,  in  block  11,  and  something 
less  than  half  in  blocks  6,  7,  8,  and  9,  the  east 
half  of  5,  and  part  of  10.  Although  some  of  this 
tract  would  have  considerable  slope,  practically  all 
of  it  could  be  used  for  parking  of  cars.  Allowing 
250  square  feet  per  vehicle,  about  875  cars  could 
be  accommodated.  This  figure  is  practically  equal 
to  the  total  number  of  parking  spaces  now  avail- 
able in  the  entire  existing  Capitol  Park.  Present 
streets  and  driveways  in  the  latter,  (Commonwealth 
Avenue,  Fisher  IMaza,  North  and  South  Drives,  the 
roadway  south  of  the  South  Office  Building,  and 
the  Plaza  in  front  of  the  Capitol)  account  for  476 
spaces;  the  uncompleted  People's  Court  east  of  the 
Capitol  has  spaces  for  410  cars.  Although  it  is 
probable  that  under  no  conditions  would  it  be 

* Data  from  Harrisburg  Real  Property  Survey,  1938-9. 


desirable  to  eliminate  all  parking  from  these  loca- 
tions, availability  of  so  much  off-street  parking 
space  would  permit  a wide  margin  of  choice  in 
eliminating  use  of  present  paved  areas,  would  re- 
lieve traffic  congestion,  and  would  improve  the 
appearance  of  the  Capitol  Grounds  where  parking 
now  protrudes  too  prominently  into  the  picture. 
There  seems  to  be  no  reason  why  a moderate  rental 
should  not  be  charged  for  parking  space. 

(b)  SECOND  INTERIM  PERIOD 

The  Second  Interim  Period  would  follow  final 
demolition  of  all  buildings  remaining  within  the 
.\rea,  and  completion  of  the  street  and  block  pat- 
tern as  shown  on  Fig.  19,  facing  page  28.  There 
would  then  be  four  vacant  Building  Sites  namely; 

( ) the  tract  between  Fisher  Plaza  ( extended  to 
Forster  Street)  and  the  railroad;  (B)  the  tract 
between  Fisher  Plaza  and  Commonwealth  Avenue 
(also  extended  to  Forster  Street) ; (C)  the  tract  be- 
tween Commonwealth  Avenue  and  the  Capitol 
Garage  drive;  (D)  the  tract  between  the  latter  and 
Capital  or  James  Streets.  Until  such  time  as  each 
of  these  tracts  might  be  required  as  a building  site, 
it  should  be  used  to  as  good  advantage  as  possible 
for  other  purposes.  Two  potential  uses  appear  most 
feasible:  public  recreation,  and  parking  of  cars. 

Harrisburg  is  very  badly  in  need  of  areas  for 
active  play,  particularly  in  the  west  central  part 
of  the  city. 

“Within  the  older  portion  of  the  lower  level  of 
the  city — from  Front  Street  to  the  railroad,  and 
from  Division  Street  to  Dock  Street,  a distance  of 
nearly  3j4  miles — lives  about  50  per  cent  of  the 
population  of  Harrisburg,  over  40,000  persons: 
yet  within  this  area  there  are  only  10  playgrounds 
for  young  children,  and  six  of  these  are  merely 
small  school  yards.  . . .” 

“There  is  no  generally-available  large  playfield 
in  all  Harrisburg,  with  provision  for  all  kinds  of 
recreation  for  youths  and  adults,  ^^'ithin  the  part 
of  the  city  referred  to  above  there  is  one  public 
recreation  area  large  enough  for  playing  baseball 
(at  Seventh  and  Oxford  Streets);  and  by  suffer- 
ance of  the  State,  one  softball  field,  (between 
Fisher  Plaza  and  the  railroad)."* 

Naturally  the  State  has  no  responsibility  for 
making  up  deficiencies  in  Harrisburg's  system  of 
play  areas,  but  it  has  a large  stake  in  its  Capital 
City,  and  should  be  concerned  with  the  social  and 
economic  welfare  thereof.  With  the  lower  section 
of  the  City  so  closely  built  up,  the  mere  finding 
of  a vacant  area  of  a size  adequate  for  a play- 
ground near  the  most  densely-populated  districts  is 

* Planning  for  the  Future  of  the  Harrisburg  .\rea, 
iMunicipal  League  of  Harrisburg,  1940,  page  69. 


39 


a problem.  The  City  Department  of  Parks  has 
already  indicated  unofficially  its  interest  in  the 
possibility  of  leasing  a part  of  the  Extension  Area, 
if  available,  for  active  recreation.  Such  a lease 
could  not  be  expected  to  be  highly  profitable  finan- 
cially to  the  Commonwealth,  but  that  should  not 
be  the  only  consideration  involved. 

.For  such  reasons  the  State  and  City  govern- 
ments should  cooperate  to  the  fullest  extent  in 
making  available  to  the  public  one  or  more  suitable 
recreational  sites  within  the  Extension  Area.  Of 
the  four  tracts,  Site  A,  topographically  at  least, 
is  most  suitable.  It  is  flat,  and  contains  two  acres 
or  more — double  the  size  of  the  vacant  area  directly 
south  of  it,  at  the  northwest  bridge  abutment,  now 
used  extensively  for  softball  league  and  informal 
games.  A disadvantage  of  Site  A is  the  fact  that 
everyone  using  it  would  have  to  cross  Seventh 
Street,  which  carries  a heavy  load  of  truck  traffic. 
That  fact  as  well  as  its  general  location  seems  to 
make  this  site  best  suited  for  use  by  older  youths 
and  adults.  If  the  City  should  not  see  fit  to  make 
use  of  it  as  suggested,  part  or  all  of  this  site  might 
be  made  available  for  parking. 

The  east  half  of  Site  B,  the  westerly  three- 
quarters  of  Site  C,  and  all  of  Site  D will  be  suffi- 
ciently level  for  playground  use.  The  first  two  will 
contain  about  one  and  one-half  acres  each;  Site  I), 
(including  Capital  Street)  about  two-thirds  of  an 
acre.  All  these  sites  would  be  handicapped  by  being 
across  a heavy  traffic  street  from  the  nearby  resi- 
dential population,  but  the  fact  that  there  would 
undoubtedly  be  a signal  light  at  Forster  and  Com- 
monwealth would  make  crossing  reasonably  safe. 
Certainly  the  hazard  would  not  be  equal  to  that 
now  existing  at  intersections  of  Front  Street  with 
both  Market  and  Walnut  Streets,  where  thousands 
of  youngsters  cross  every  week  during  hot  weather, 
frequently  without  any  form  of  traffic  control,  to 
use  the  municipal  island  bathing  beach. 

All  of  the  above-mentioned  sites  would  be  usable 
for  parking  (as  an  alternative  to  recreation).  In 
addition  to  these,  the  western  half  of  Site  B,  and 
the  eastern  quarter  of  Site  C would  not  be  too 
steep  for  such  use.  In  short  it  appears  that  there 
will  be  much  more  area  in  the  Building  Sites  than 
would  be  needed  for  parking,  even  if  all  present 
Capitol  Grounds  parking  were  eliminated,  so  that 
there  will  be  an  opportunity  for  the  City,  at  least 
for  a considerable  period  of  time,  to  do  something 
about  the  present  serious  shortage  of  play  areas  in 
this  portion  of  the  city.  No  appreciable  capital 
investment  need  be  put  into  development  of  facili- 
ties in  order  to  make  a tract  usable  for  recreation. 

Comment  in  the  previous  paragraphs  as  to  flat- 
ness or  steepness  of  grades  is  based  on  very  pre- 
liminary grading  studies,  which  in  turn  are  con- 
trolled mainly  by  tentative  revised  street  profiles 
of  Forster,  Briggs,  and  other  adjacent  streets,  as 
previously  noted. 


Although  grading  can  hardly  be  considered  final 
on  any  of  the  buildings  sites  until  it  has  been 
occupied  by  a structure,  and  regraded  accordingly, 
some  planting  can  and  should  be  done  in  the  in- 
terim to  remove  the  curse  of  complete  bareness. 
Street  trees  should  be  planted  throughout  the  Area. 
A certain  number  of  such  fast-growing  trees  as  the 
Chinese  Elm  might  be  spotted  in  places  within 
blocks  where  they  would  not  be  in  the  way  of 
interim  use.  Later,  if  these  interfered  with  perma- 
nent development  they  would  be  removed  without 
question.  Where  it  might  be  desirable  to  screen 
parking  areas,  quick-growing,  inexpensive  shrub- 
bery such  as  sumacs  and  privets  could  be  used. 


(6)  PROVISION  FOR  IMPROVE- 
MENT OF  THE  EXTENSION 
AREA 

The  simplest  way  to  develop  the  Extension  Area 
is  through  appropriation  by  the  State  Legislature. 
The  simplest  method,  however,  is  not  always  easy 
to  achieve,  as  is  evident  from  the  unfinished  status 
of  the  plaza  east  of  the  Capitol. 

If  the  Extension  tract  had  been  purchased  by 
the  State  several  years  ago,  great  progress  might 
have  been  made  by  now  in  its  improvement 
through  use  of  relief  labor,  for  which  at  times  the 
securing  of  worthwhile,  practical  projects  has  been 
something  of  a problem.  For  many  aspects  of  the 
Extension  improvement,  relief  labor  would  be  satis- 
factory. Demolition  of  buildings,  revision  of  streets, 
changing  of  utility  lines,  development  of  the  Park 
Belt,  and  provision  for  interim  utilization  of  the 
Building  Sites  for  playgrounds  and  parkng  lots,- — 
all  these  could  use  a high  percentage  of  labor  in 
relation  to  materials, — although  in  that  respect 
some  types  of  projects  would  have  obvious  advan- 
tages over  others. 

In  view  of  the  present  worldwide  unsettled  status 
of  affairs  it  is  impossible  to  foresee  what  labor- 
supply  conditions  may  be  at  such  a time  as  the 
State  may  have  purchased  the  Extension  Area. 
Discussion  of  possible  availability  of  relief  labor 
therefore  may  seem  academic  inasmuch  as  acquisi- 
tion of  the  Extension  Area  would  take  a consider- 
able time,  even  if  funds  were  now  at  hand.  Such 
discussion  in  brief  is  worthwhile,  however,  pro- 
vided the  fact  is  recognized  that  relief  labor  is  a 
means  of  effectuation  which,  because  of  its  variable 
availability,  should  not  be  relied  on  for  a particular 
period  very  far  in  advance. 

It  is  to  be  hoped  that  the  existence  of  relief  labor 
will  not  be  a chronic  condition,  but  it  might  be 
occasionally  recurrent.  To  give  some  indication  of 
the  number  of  relief  workers  that  might  be  avail- 
able for  future  work  on  the  Extension  Area  it  may 
be  helpful  to  note  relief  figures  for  1938,  1939,  and 
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1940  to  date.  These  years  represent  neither  the 
depth  of  depression  nor  the  peak  of  prosperity. 
Dauphin  County  is  taken  as  a convenient  unit  for 
calculation,  but  it  is  estimated*  that  the  number 
of  county  employables  should  be  reduced  by  about 
one-fourth — principally  because  of  transportation 
difficulties — in  order  to  make  it  applicable  to  a 
project  in  the  Harrisburg  Area.  Dauphin  County 
figures  (without  the  25  per  cent  deduction)  show 
that  1938  and  1939  averaged  about  4000  relief 
cases,  counting  one  or  more  available  male  employ- 
ables, of  which  about  30  per  cent  were  supported 
by  the  State,  and  70  per  cent  by  WPA.  The  high 
point  of  the  period  was  reached  in  March,  1939, 
when  the  State’s  General  Assistance  load  of  male 
employables  reached  1800,  while  WPA  cared  for 
3200  males.  1940  represents  a low  point  in  the 
combined  GA-WPA  case  load.  During  the  first 
seven  months  male  employables  in  Dauphin  County 
averaged  about  700  GA  and  2400  WPA  cases. 
During  July  WPA  had  increased  to  2600  cases  and 
GA  had  declined  to  about  300  cases. 

If  at  such  times  as  the  Extension  Area  may  be 
available  for  development,  WPA  or  some  similar 
Federal  form  of  organized  work  relief  should  be  in 
operation,  the  Commonwealth  would  be  able  to 
make  extensive  savings.  According  to  current  pol- 
icy, WPA  would  credit  the  State  with  the  amounts 
paid  for  acquisition  of  the  Extension  properties,  as 
being  equivalent  to  part  of  all  of  the  State’s  neces- 
sary contribution  as  sponsor  of  a project.  Thus  for 
some  aspects  of  the  Capitol  Grounds  improvement, 
cost  to  the  State  would  be  little  or  nothing. 

Without  some  such  Federal  relief  program  as 
that  of  WPA,  or  something  similar  set  up  on  a 
state  or  county  basis,  the  use  of  relief  labor  for 
Extension  improvement  would  be  of  dubious  ad- 
vantage. The  present  State  work  relief  program, 
supplementing  WPA,  and  for  which  employment 
figures  were  noted  in  a preceding  paragraph,  is 
based  on  a fourteen-hour  work  week  per  individual, 
an  arrangement  which  could  hardly  be  used  effec- 
tively for  the  Extension  Area  work. 

Part  way  between  100  per  cent  payment  by  the 
State  for  a development  program,  noted  briefly  in 
the  initial  paragraph,  and  the  opposite  extreme, 
represented  by  WPA,  where  the  Federal  govern- 
ment would  assume  most  of  the  financial  load,  is 
the  type  of  Federal  aid  represented  by  Public 
Works  Administration  projects.  Although  no 
further  funds  are  in  prospect  in  connection  with 
the  recent  PW.A  program,  it  can  hardly  be  affirmed 
unqualifiedly  that  there  will  be  no  future  instances 
in  which  the  Federal  government  may  give  similar 
assistance  for  selected  state  and  local  public  works 
projects. 

Pennsylvania  cannot  at  present  plan  action  on 
development  of  the  Extension  Area,  but  that  is  no 

* By  the  State  Department  of  Public  Assistance. 


excuse  for  failure  to  prepare  for  action  that  may 
take  place  at  a suitable  time.  Insofar  as  it  may  be 
possible  to  do  so,  commitment  should  be  made  to 
a plan  of  procedure,  involving  a series  of  projects 
representing  the  several  stages  of  development,  and 
put  in  readiness  to  proceed  when  opportunity 
knocks.  The  present  Capitol  Group  exists  only 
because  advance  planning  anticipated  future  ex- 
pansion that  subsequently  materialized. 


(1)  PROTFXTIVE  REGULATTOXS 

AND  co\;exaxts  for  the  EX- 

VIROXS  OF  CAPITOL  PARK 

Having  made  so  large  an  investment  in  the  ex- 
isting Capitol  Grounds  and  buildings,  with  the 
prospect  of  eventually  adding  thereto  the  Extension 
.\rea  and  its  improvements,  the  State  may  well 
give  some  thought  to  the  immediate  environs  of 
the  present  and  future  Capitol  Park. 

Currently  there  are  no  significant  restrictions, 
aside  from  the  city  building  code,  on  what  may  be 
done  with  privately-owned  frontage  across  the 
streets  from  Capitol  Park  and  the  Extension  Area. 
Harrisburg  has  no  zoning  ordinance,  and  so  there 
are  no  limits  on  building  heights  or  bulks,  and  only 
such  regulations  of  use  as  might  prevent  an  ob- 
vious nuisance  or  menace  to  health. 

.\rbitrary  restrictions  on  use  of  private  property 
are  undesirable  but  e.xperience  has  shown  that  cer- 
tain democratically-imposed  forms  of  regulation 
such  as  zoning,  deed  covenants,  and  building  codes 
are  legitimate  checks  on  individual  actions  that 
might  result  in  lasting  detriment  to  the  community, 
and  in  the  long  run,  to  every  individual  therein. 

It  seems  desirable  to  consider  what  reasonable 
and  generally  acceptable  means  might  be  used  to 
promote,  over  a period  of  time,  such  uses  and  types 
of  structures  on  street  frontage  facing  the  Capitol 
Grounds  as  would  be  harmonious  and  consistent 
with  the  dignity  of  this  governmental  center  of  the 
Commonwealth.  Before  discussing  such  proce- 
dures, however,  it  may  be  worthwhile  to  note  briefly 
what  has  already  occurred  along  streets  adjacent 
to  the  Capitol  Grounds.  Of  the  present  marginal 
streets.  Walnut,  Third,  and  North,  only  the  first 
two  are  regarded  as  permanent,  and  therefore  need 
to  be  considered.  In  addition  to  these  State  Street, 
both  east  and  west  of  Capitol  Park,  has  an  impor- 
tant relationship  to  the  buildings  of  the  Capitol 
group. 

Capitol  Hill  was  originally  chosen  and  the  four- 
acre  site  donated  for  its  present  purpose  because  of 
its  dominating  position  in  relation  to  the  general 
level  of  what  is  now  downtown  Harrisburg.  It  was 
rightly  felt  that  the  Capitol  Building,  as  the  nucleus 
of  the  Capital  City,  should  stand  ‘‘head  and  shoul- 
ders’’ above  its  surroundings.  West  State  Street 
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was  planned  to  be  the  principal  approach  to  the 
Capitol,  and  wisely  was  laid  out  120  feet  wide. 
That  even  this  exceptional  width,  however,  was  in- 
adequate without  being  supplemented  by  deeply- 
set-back  building  lines,  or  limitation  of  building 
heights,  is  obvious  to  anyone  who  views  State 
Street  from  the  west  entrance  to  the  Capitol  ,or 
who  looks  back  toward  the  building  from  Second 
or  Front  Streets.  As  it  is,  the  vista  toward  the 
Capitol  is  impaired  by  miscellaneous  sizes  of  trees 
and  of  flanking  buildings,  (Fig.  23)  and  the  length 
and  breadth  of  the  view  are  halved  by  the  Civil 
War  obelisk  at  Second  Street,  (Fig.  22).  In  the 
opposite  direction  the  same  construction  of  the 
vista  is  evident,  and  in  addition  the  height  of  the 
two  flanking  corner  buildings  on  Third  Street  be- 
littles even  more  noticeably  the  breadth  of  State 
Street,  (Fig.  24). 

Sufficient  foresight  would  have  reserved  at  least 
the  width  of  one  block  on  either  side  of  State  Street 
from  Third  Street  to  the  river  for  a Capitol  park, 
with  or  without  anticipating  future  need  of  build- 
ings in  addition  to  the  Capitol.  Even  without  ac- 
quisition by  the  Commonwealth  of  the  blocks  along 
State  Street,  action  to  limit  heights  of  buildings 
fronting  thereon  to  about  half  the  width  of  the 
street  could  have  been  taken  without  cost  not  so 
many  years  ago,  through  a zoning  ordinance. 


In  1820,  two  years  before  completion  of  the 
Capitol  which  burned  in  1897,  there  was  a move- 
ment to  purchase  the  tract  of  nearly  vacant  land 
between  North  and  South  Streets,  from  Third 
Street  to  Court  (then  Raspberry)  Street.  The  price 
of  $25,000,  however,  was  regarded  as  excessive, 
and  so  the  matter  was  dropped. 

The  above  statements  are  made,  not  as  futile 
recriminations,  but  to  emphasize  the  need  of  tak- 
ing steps  to  prevent  similar  errors  of  commission 
and  omission  from  being  made  in  the  future.  The 
apparent  unlikelihood  of  recurrence  of  boom  times 
in  building,  and  increasing  realization  that  Harris- 
burg, like  most  other  cities,  is  approaching  a 
stabilized  population,  may  tend  to  prevent  erection 
of  additional  high  buildings;  yet,  thinking  in  terms 
of  generations,  rather  than  the  immediate  future, 
many  replacements  of  present  structures  will  even- 
tually be  called  for.  Taking  thought  in  advance 
may  prevent  duplication  of  past  civic  mistakes  in 
relation  to  Capitol  Park,  and  may  even  permit  cor- 
rection of  some  already  made. 

Comments  about  State  Street  will  apply  also  to 
Third  and  Walnut  Streets,  and  in  the  future,  to 
Forster  Street.  None  of  these,  however,  has  the 
type  of  axial  relationship  that  State  Street  has  to 
the  west  front  of  the  Capitol,  and,  on  the  east  side, 


Fig.  21.  Viewed  from  across  the  Susquehanna,  the  Capitol’s  appearance  suffers  from  competition  of  neighboring 

structures. 
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Fig.  11.  As  viewed  from  Front  Street,  the  Capitol  is 
obscured  by  the  Civil  W'ar  obelisk. 


to  the  whole  Brunner  group.  Third  Street  has 
shown  a particular  tendency  to  attract  the  tallest 
buildings  in  Harrisburg.  Obviously  this  is  due  to 
the  fact  that  the  presence  of  Capitol  Park  across 
the  street  is  a guarantee  of  adequate  light  and  air, 
as  well  as  an  attractive  foreground  for  all  time. 
In  effect,  excessively  high  buildings  across  from 
Capitol  Park  take  unfair  advantage  of  the  latter 
in  that  they  detract  from  the  desirable  dominance 
of  the  Capitol  and  its  associated  buildings,  while 
profiting  from  the  presence  of  the  park  in  which 
those  public  buildings  are  set. 

The  following  comment  on  the  effect  of  high 
buildings  is  quoted  from  a report  of  the  Urban 
Land  Institute,  an  agency  for  research  and  consul- 
tation, created  under  the  sponsorship  of  the  Na- 
tional Association  of  Real  Estate  Boards: 

“High  buildings  are  believed  by  many 
to  be  a cause  of  blight.  They  have  a de- 
pressing effect  on  nearby  property.  Too 
intensive  use  of  one  plot  of  land  neces- 
sarily reduces  the  utility  of  others.  It  is 
an  anomaly  to  note  that  while  a few 
years  ago  it  was  frequently  said  that  high 
land  values  compelled  the  erection  of  high 
buildings  we  now  have  many  high  build- 
ings adjoining  or  near  vacant  lots  in  busi- 
ness areas  for  which  no  stable  use  other 
than  automobile  parking  can  be  found. 
.Apparently  too  intensive  use  of  land  is  not 
economic  or  necessary.”'^- 

* Decentralization — What  Ts  It  Doing  to  Our  Cities? 
Urban  Land  Institute,  Chicago.  1940,  page  2.  (The  In- 
stitute is  a research  and  action  agency  created  under  the 
sponsorship  of  the  National  Association  of  Real  Estate 
Boards.) 


In  brief,  the  things  to  be  sought  are  prevention 
of  future  erection  of  buildings  so  high  as  to  de- 
tract from  the  appearance  and  dignity  of  the  Capi- 
tol group;  to  prevent  occurrence  of  structures  of 
obviously  unsuitable  architecture,  regardless  of 
size, — such  as,  say,  a “Brown  Derby  Restaurant,  " 
emulating  the  shape  of  its  Hollywood  namesake, 
or  a use  of  the  trans-street  frontage  for  some 
clearly  undesirable  purpose,  such  as  a junk-yard, 
a factory,  or  coal  or  building-material  storage.  .Any 
of  these  things  might  occur  under  present  condi- 
tions. 

So  much  for  the  reasons  why  some  regulation  of 
adjacent  privately-owned  frontage  on  streets  op- 
posite to  Capitol  Park  is  important.  What  are  the 
possible  means  by  which  reasonable  control  might 
be  obtained?  Four  methods  will  be  noted,  no  one 
of  which  would  be  entirely  adequate  by  itself. 
Combination  of  two  or  more,  however,  could  go 
far  toward  securing  satisfactory  protective  results. 

(a)  ZONING 

Zoning  of  the  land  adjacent  to  the  Capitol 
Grounds,  whereby  certain  standards  for  use  and 
for  building  construction  would  be  established, 
must  wait  upon  action  by  the  city  government  of 
Harrisburg,  for  legality  requires  that  the  whole  city 
be  zoned  simultaneously.  “Spot  Zoning,”  covering 
only  a portion,  has  generally  been  judged  to  be  il- 
legal. At  the  present  time  there  is  much  sentiment, 
both  official  and  citizen,  in  favor  of  bringing  Harris- 
burg into  line  with  the  more  than  1000  cities  in  this 


Fig.  23.  From  Second  and  State  Streets  the  vista  of  the 
Capitol  is  marred  by  ill-assorted  trees  and  buildings. 
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Fig.  24.  State  and  Third  Streets  as  seen  from  the  west  entrance  to  the  Capitol. 


country  which  have  found  zoning,  if  wisely  utilized, 
to  be  a boon  to  both  individual  and  community 
interests. 

A state  enabling  act  for  zoning  such  as  Penn- 
sylvania has  passed,  is  a grant  of  the  Common- 
wealth’s police  power  to  municipalities, 

“for  regulation  by  districts  of  the  height, 
area,  and  use  of  buildings,  and  the  use  of 
land.  In  the  exercise  of  this  grant  the 
regidations  must  be  reasonable  and  not 
arbitrary  or  discriminatory.  They  must 
have  a substantial  relation  to  the  health, 
safety,  morals,  comfort,  convenience,  and 
welfare  of  the  community.”  * 

“.  . . when  properly  applied,  zoning 
does  not  deprive  an  owner  of  reasonable 
use  of  his  property,  but  merely  provides 
against  any  use  of  it  which  would  take  an 
unfair  advantage  in  depreciating  the 
values  of  nearby  properties.  . . . Zoning 
is  a form  of  publicly-applied  insurance 
against  cupidity  and  selfishness.  Some 
degree  of  restriction  of  unbridled  freedom 
of  action  in  the  use  of  a piece  of  property 
is  surely  a small  premium  to  pay  for  such 
insurance.”  ** 


* Zoning,  by  E.  M.  Bassett,  Russell  Sage  Foundation, 
1936,  page  45. 

**  Planning  for  the  Future  of  the  Flarrisburg  Area, 
Municipal  League  of  Harrisburg,  1940,  page  63. 


“To  declare  that  the  social  value  of 
land  should  be  recognized  is  not  to  indi- 
cate that  it  should  be  treated  as  commu- 
nal property.  This  is  a primitive  concep- 
tion, quite  out  of  line  with  our  national 
economy.  Rather,  it  is  to  recognize  that 
the  community  has  the  prior  right  in  de- 
termining both  for  the  present  and  the 
future,  the  proper  use  of  land,  whether  its 
use  is  to  be  for  purposes  of  housing, 
manufacturing,  commercial  or  agricul- 
tural use,  forestry  or  public  parks.  By  this 
recognition  the  benefits  to  the  individual 
are  actually  increased,  because,  by  put- 
ting land  to  its  best  use,  its  value  is  pro- 
tected and  preserved.”"^** 

As  applied  to  frontage  across  from  Capitol  Park, 
a zoning  ordinance  ( 1 ) could  limit  the  maximum 
height  of  new  structures,  perhaps  also  requiring 
one  or  more  successive  setbacks  above  a certain 
height,  so  as  not  to  deprive  existing  or  potential 
adjacent  structures  of  equal  opportunities  for  light 
and  air;  (2)  it  could  regulate  uses  of  the  land  to 
those  suitable  to  Business  or  Apartment  Districts, 
excluding  those  permitted  only  in  Heavy  Commer- 
cial or  Industrial  Districts;  (3)  it  could  restrict 
the  bulk  of  any  structure  erected,  or  the  percen- 
tage of  area  covered  thereby,  to  whatever  would 
be  allowed  as  reasonable  in  that  particular  type  of 


***  Housing  in  Scandinavia,  by  John  Graham,  Jr.,  Uni- 
versity of  North  Carolina  Press,  1940,  page  6. 
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zoning  district;  (4)  it  could  limit  the  intensity  of 
land  use  (or  the  density  of  population)  thus  pre- 
venting aggravation  of  traffic,  parking  and  other 
problems  such  as  result  from  over-concentration  of 
land  use. 

The  one  protective  phase  in  which  zoning  is 
not  at  present  to  be  relied  on  concerns  the 
appearance  of  structures.  Zoning  has  always  tended 
to  shy  away  from  the  esthetic  aspects  of  land  use, 
but  recently,  especially  in  California,  county  zon- 
ing has  ventured  to  introduce  the  element  of  archi- 
tectural control  in  connection  with  roadside  struc- 
tures. It  is  significant  to  note  a judicial  reaction 
to  such  a procedure,  as  exemplified  by  a 1938  deci- 
sion in  Monterey  County,  California: 

“I  take  it  as  settled  that  the  police 
power  cannot  be  exerted  constitutionally 
for  purely  esthetic  reasons.  But  what  oj 
the  case  where  the  esthetic  affects  prop- 
erty values  and  general  economic  wel- 
fare? ...  The  expansion  oj  the  constitu- 
tionally recognized  field  of  the  zoning 
power  in  recent  years  leads  me  to  believe 
that  the  higher  courts  may  now  be  ready 
to  recognize  the  validity  of  the  next  step 
in  that  field  as  represented  by  the  ordi- 
nance here  under  attack,  viz.,  the  protec- 
tion of  natural  scenic  beauty  along  our 
highways  by  reasonable  regulation  of  the 
character  and  appearance  of  the  struc- 
tures upon  the  borders  of  such  highways, 
in  recognition  of  the  fact  that  they  do 
react  upon  the  value  of  the  property 
along  such  highways  and  the  general  eco- 
nomic welfare.”  * 

Architectural  control  in  any  form  as  applied  to 
privately-built  structures  has  not  been  recognized 
as  a normal  function  of  municipal  zoning.  There 
is  a real  question  as  to  whether  it  should  be,  for 
the  essence  of  zoning  is  and  always  has  been  uni- 
formity of  regulation  within  any  one  zoning  dis- 
trict. Discrimination  among  functions  or  appear- 
ances of  individual  structures  within  the  same  dis- 
trict seems  contrary  to  the  spirit  of  zoning.  There- 
fore, for  the  present  at  least,  it  appears  wise  to 
look  to  other  means  than  zoning  in  order  to  assure 
the  attractive  and  suitable  appearance  of  struc- 
tures that  may  hereafter  be  built  opposite  the 
Capitol  Grounds. 


(b)  MUNICIPAL  ORDINANCE 

One  of  three  apparent  possible  means  of  accom- 
plishing the  end  referred  to  in  the  preceding  para- 
graph is  a municipal  ordinance. 


* American  Society  of  Planning  Officials  News  Letter, 
December,  1938. 


It  is  to  the  interest  of  the  City  as  well  as  of  the 
State  to  do  everything  it  can  to  promote  favorable 
and  harmonious  development  of  the  Capitol  Park 
neighborhood.  Besides  being  one  of  Harrisburg’s 
greatest  civic  attractions,  the  Capitol  Group  is  an 
important  factor  in  creating  and  preserving  real 
property  values.  Neither  public  nor  private  hold- 
ings, however,  are  proof  against  intrusions  of  ill- 
advised,  unsuitable  structures  or  land  uses. 

”The  jumble  of  indescribably  bad  archi- 
tecture which  the  American  cities  repre- 
sent is  in  itself  a potent  cause  which 
drives  many  people  from  the  cities.  Few 
cities  have  exercised  any  architectural 
control  which  would  tend  to  provide  for 
even  a minimum  of  harmony  in  the  cen- 
tral business  areas,  and  the  same  has  been 
true  of  the  older  and  close-in  residential 
districts.  All  of  these  business  areas  and 
close-in  districts,  therefore,  are  nightmares 
of  ugliness  and  drabness  to  one  with  any 
sense  of  form  and  beauty.”"^ 

The  City  has  already  given  some  degree  of  rec- 
ognition to  this  potential  danger  by  its  passage  of 
an  ordinance  relating  to  the  Memorial  Bridge. 
This  ordinance  (necessitated  by  a previous  State 
Act,**  requiring  it  incidentally  to  construction  of 
the  bridge)  states: 

“.  . . That  the  property  paralleling  the 
Soldiers'  and  Sailors'  Memorial  Bridge, 
from  the  line  of  the  Pennsylvania  Rail- 
road Company  eastwardly,  for  one  block 
north  of  said  bridge  and  one  block  south 
thereof,  shall  not  be  hereafter  put  to  any 
use  which  in  the  judgment  of  the  State 
.Art  Commission  shall  damage  or  detract 
from  said  bridge;  provided,  however, 
that  the  present  use  of  said  property  shall 
not  be  affected  by  this  provision  . . .”*** 

The  fact  that  the  ordinance  specifies  the  State 
Art  Commission  rather  than  the  State  or  City 
Health,  Highway,  or  Safety  Departments,  or  others 
which  might  be  implied  by  such  aspects  of  the 
police  power  as  “health,  safety,  morals,  comfort, 
convenience,  and  welfare,”  indicates  that  the  pri- 
mary aim  was  to  protect  the  appearance  of  the 
bridge  and  its  immediate  environs  from  incursion 
of  inappropriate  uses.  That  the  ordinance  was  not 
retroactive,  and  therefore  could  not  eliminate  exist- 
ing discordant  uses  and  structures  does  not  invali- 
date the  clear  intent  of  the  act. 


* Decentralization — What  Is  It  Doing  to  Our  Cities? 
LTrban  Land  Institute,  Chicago,  1940,  page  4. 

**  Pennsylvania  Act  No.  420,  Section  13,  July  18,  1919 
(P.  L.  1049). 

***  Ordinance  No.  127,  Session  of  1918-19,  File  Folio 
280. 
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If  the  City  felt  justified  in  passing  an  ordinance 
to  guide  the  development  of  environs  of  Memorial 
Bridge,  there  seems  no  valid  reason  why  it  should 
not  take  similar  action  in  regard  to  Capitol  Park, 
which  is  much  more  clearly  integrated  with  the 
heart  of  the  City  than  the  bridge  is.  It  seems  rea- 
sonable therefore  to  propose  that  the  City  Council 
pass  an  ordinance  requiring  submission  to  and 
approval  by  the  State  Art  Commission,  of  any 
projected  use  of,  or  structure  proposed  for  erec- 
tion on,  ground  having  any  frontage  on  Third  or 
Walnut  Streets  across  from  the  Capitol  Grounds, 
or  on  State  Street  between  Third  and  Front  Streets. 
Subsequent  inclusion  of  Forster  Street  would  be 
necessary,  following  acquisition  of  the  Extension 
.Area.  In  order  to  put  teeth  into  the  ordinance, 
approval  of  the  Art  Commission  might  be  required 
as  a prerequisite  for  issuance  of  a building  permit 
within  the  area  in  question. 

Legality  of  the  Alemorial  Bridge  ordinance  has 
not  been  tested.  That  it,  or  the  suggested  similar 
ordinance  relating  to  the  Capitol  Grounds  might 
well  be  upheld  is  indicated  by  the  recent  decision 
of  Justice  Hooley,  of  the  New  York  Supreme  Court 
in  Nassau  County,  sustaining  an  ordinance  of  the 
town  of  Hempstead,  Long  Island  which  prohibited 
all  types  of  vertical  and  projecting  signs.  The 
decision  states: 

“This  court  is  not  restricted  to  esthetic 
reasons  in  deciding  to  sustain  the  validity 
of  the  ordinance  in  question,  hut  if  it 
were  so  restricted,  it  woidd  not  hesitate 
to  sustain  the  legislation  upon  that 
ground  alone.  . . . 

“For  years  the  courts  have  strained  to 
sustain  the  validity  of  regulatory  or  pro- 
hibitory ordinances  of  this  character  upon 
the  basis  of  the  public  safety.  They  de- 
cided that  esthetic  considerations  could 
afford  no  basis  for  sustaining  such  legisla- 
tion. Such  considerations  were  deemed  to 
render  an  ordinance  of  this  character  un- 
constitutional. But  the  views  of  the  pub- 
lic change  in  the  passing  of  years.  What 
was  deemed  wrong  in  the  past  is  looked 
upon  very  often  today  as  eminently 
proper.  What  was  looked  upon  as  unrea- 
sonable in  the  past  is  very  often  consid- 
ered perfectly  reasonable  today.  Among 
the  changes  which  have  come  in  the  view- 
point of  the  public  is  the  idea  that  our 
cities  and  villages  should  be  beautiful  and 
that  the  creation  of  such  beauty  tends  to 
the  happiness,  contentment,  comfort, 
prosperity  and  general  welfare  of  our  citi- 
zens. The  zoning  regulations,  which  have 
been  upheld  by  our  courts,  indicate  the 
changes  in  the  attitude  of  the  public  and 


the  courts  with  respect  to  the  right  of  a 
man  to  use  his  own  property.  He  must 
now  consider  to  some  extent  the  interest 
of  his  neighbors  and  the  interest  of  the 
community  in  general.  The  courts  should 
not  be  so  bound  down  with  ancient  prece- 
dent that  they  shotdd  close  their  eyes  to 
every  change.”  * 

In  1934  San  Diego,  California  passed  an  ordi- 
nance requiring  approval  by  the  City  Planning 
Commission  of  plans  filed  with  the  Building  In- 
spector, for  erection  along  the  principal  street.  At 
the  requests  of  property  owners  themselves,  the 
application  of  the  ordinance  has  since  been  ex- 
tended from  the  original  district  so  as  to  include 
several  other  portions  of  the  city. 

Since  1930,  private  structures  to  be  erected  fac- 
ing parks  or  public  buildings  in  Washington,  D.  C. 
under  the  “Shipstead-Luce  Act”  have  had  to  meet 
the  approval  of  the  National  Commission  of  Fine 
Arts  before  building  permits  can  be  obtained. 

By  action  of  the  property  owners  concerned, 
authority  for  architectural  control  of  a half  mile 
of  frontage  opposite  one  side  of  the  California 
State  Buildings  was  recently  vested  in  the  City 
Planning  Commission  of  Sacramento.  This  agree- 
ment enters  into  the  chain  of  title  of  each  prop- 
erty.** 

If  the  spirit  of  the  Commonwealth  were  able  to 
give  voice  to  the  intent  of  such  an  ordinance  as  is 
proposed,  it  might  speak  somewhat  as  follows: 

“The  Capitol  Grounds  are  the  focal 
point  of  Harrisburg  and  of  the  State  gov- 
ernment. We  the  people  of  Pennsylvania 
have  invested  between  thirty-five  and 
forty  million  dollars  in  this  State  civic 
center,  and  we  want  to  make  and  to  keep 
it  a thing  of  which  all  Pennsylvanians 
may  be  proud.  We  feel  that  the  proper- 
ties surrounding  Capitol  Park  have  a very 
definite  and  important  relation  thereto. 
From  it  they  derive  the  advantage  of 
permanent,  attractive  open  space  as  a 
foreground  for  which  they  pay  nothing. 

“In  return  for  this  amenity  we  ask  you, 
the  owners  of  these  propreties,  to  coop- 
erate with  us  in  assuring,  to  your  indi- 
vidual and  group  advantage,  that  none  of 
these  bordering  properties  shall  be  used 

* Preferred  Tires,  Inc.,  v.  Village  of  Hempstead,  173 
Misc.  1017,  N.  Y.  (Quoted  in  the  American  City,  July 
1940,  page  48.) 

**  The  Next  Step  in  Community  Planning,  by  Albert  S. 
Bard,  1938,  pages  4-6,  printed  by  the  City  Club  of  New 
York  Committee  on  Constitutional  Convention,  and  dis- 
tributed by  the  National  Roadside  Council,  New  York 
City. 
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in  such  a way  as  to  detract  from  any  of 
the  others,  or  from  the  Capitol  Group 
which  they  face.  To  make  certain  of  this 
we  request  you  to  submit  any  proposal 
for  use  of  your  property,  including  pre- 
liminary plans  and  elevation  of  struc- 
tures, to  be  inspected  by  the  State  Art 
Commission,  which  over  a period  of  years 
has  amply  demonstrated  its  value  by  the 
saving  of  large  sums  of  public  money, 
and  by  assuring  a high  quality  of  design 
and  workmanship  in  all  structures  built 
with  public  funds  throughout  the  Com- 
monwealth. 

“Because  of  the  close  relation  of  your 
property  to  the  Capitol  Grounds,  the  dis- 
criminating advice  of  this  group  of  out- 
standing specialists  is  available  to  you 
without  cost,  and  you  have  the  knowl- 
edge that  your  property  will  be  protected 
and  enhanced  by  the  availability  to  your 
neighbors  of  that  same  mature  counsel.” 

(c)  STATE  LEGISLATIVE  ACT 

A State  legislative  Act  would  be  similar  to  a 
municipal  ordinance  in  character  and  effect.  One 
advantage  of  such  an  Act  as  compared  with  an 
ordinance  would  be  possibly  greater  ease  of  pas- 
sage, because  such  a bill  might  be  less  likely  than 
an  ordinance  to  be  affected  by  personal  opposi- 
tion from  self-interested  local  parties.  Also  repeal 
of  such  a State  law  would  be  more  difficult  and 
more  unlikely  than  in  the  case  of  an  ordinance. 
On  the  other  hand,  enforcement  of  a State  Act 
might  be  somewhat  hard  to  achieve  without  co- 
operation by  the  municipality. 

As  a matter  of  fact,  effectiveness  of  such  an  Act 
would  depend  on  prevalence  of  public  conviction 
that  the  idea  embodied  in  the  law  is  reasonable 
and  necessary.  More  can  be  accomplished  in  im- 
proving architecture  and  public  taste  in  general 
through  education  and  contact  with  good  examples 
than  through  imposition  of  restrictional  laws.  It 
is  probably  as  difficult  to  promote  good  taste  as 
it  is  to  improve  public  morals,  through  legislation 
alone.  This  does  not  mean,  however,  that  some 
degree  of  legislative  control  is  not  essential. 

There  seems  to  be  no  legal  basis  for  feeling  that 
the  City  has  received  any  delegation  of  authority 
from  the  State  that  would  deprive  the  latter  of  its 
right  to  pass  legislation  of  the  type  called  for  in 
this  instance. 


(d)  ASSOCIATION  OF  PROPERTY  OWNERS 

It  has  been  previously  noted  that  owners  of 
properties  across  the  street  from  Capitol  Park  and 
its  Extension  have  a common  concern  in  assuring 


their  mutual  protection  from  occurrence  of  unsuit- 
able uses  of  structures  on  any  of  the  component 
priv'ately-owned  sites.  The  issues  here  involved  are 
somev/hat  similar  to  those  which  prompted  for- 
mation of  the  Fifth  .Vvenue  .Association,  and  the 
more  recent  Sixth  Avenue  .Association,  in  New 
York.  VIost  cities,  in  fact,  have  a Downtown  or 
Uptown,  or  Alain  Street  Improvement  .Association. 
Few  of  these  concern  themselves  with  the  matter 
of  architectural  control,  but  most  of  them  might 
well  do  so. 

At  any  rate  it  is  suggested  that  owners  of  the 
Harrisburg  properties  in  question  form  a voluntary 
organization  under  some  such  name  as  The  Capitol 
Park  Association,  the  purpose  of  which  would  be 
to  promote  the  best  possible  development  of  street 
frontage  across  from  the  Capitol  Grounds.  Front- 
ages which  should  be  included  would  consist  of  the 
south  side  of  Walnut  Street,  from  the  railroad  to 
Third  Street,  the  west  side  of  Third  from  Walnut 
to  Forster  Street,  and  the  north  side  of  Forster 
from  Third  to  the  railroad.  The  outside  corners 
of  the  area  indicated  should  be  included.  State 
Street  from  Third  to  Front  Street  might  also  be 
added,  if  so  desired  by  a majority  of  the  property 
owners. 

Llnanimous  participation  in  membership  would 
be  desirable,  but  initial  acceptance  by  only  a ma- 
jority would  make  a significant  start.  The  members 
might  select  a committee  to  confer  with  the  State 
.Art  Commission  which,  for  obvious  reasons,  should 
be  recognized  as  the  authority  for  approval  of 
development  plans. 

Existence  of  this  commission  provides  an  excep- 
tionally satisfactory  answer  to  the  question  as  to 
how  to  secure  a distinterested  group  sufficiently 
qualified  to  weigh  questions  of  architectural  merit 
and  appropriateness. 


The  four  types  of  regulatory  means  heretofore 
noted  are  not  incompatible.  .As  a matter  of  fact, 
combination  of  all  four  would  be  the  best  possible 
insurance  of  effective  neighborhood  control  in  be- 
half of  community  and  individual  Interests.  Zon- 
ing would  give  general,  basic  protection  by  regu- 
lating the  height,  area,  and  use  of  buildings,  and 
use  of  the  land.  .A  municipal  ordinance,  a state 
act,  and  an  association  of  property  owners  could 
dovetail  together,  giving  the  necessary  legal  author- 
ity, and  providing  a democratic  means  for  effectu- 
ating a mutual  covenant.  .Any  one  of  these  me- 
diums taken  separately,  would  be  useful;  two, 
three,  or  four  of  them  together  would  be  propor- 
tionately more  effective. 

For  the  benefit  of  any  person  who  might  regard 
the  placing  of  any  such  restraints  on  private  de- 
velopment as  being  radical  and  unwise,  it  may  be 
interesting  to  note  that  in  such  essentially  con- 
servative countries  as  England  and  Wales — 
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. . control  of  the  external  appearance 
of  buildings  has,  for  some  years,  been  a 
part  of  planning  practice  . . . and  with 
good  results. 

‘‘It  began  in  1914  with  the  second 
planning  scheme  to  be  approved,  namely, 
that  for  Ruislip-N orthwood.  That  scheme 
empowered  the  local  council  to  refuse  to 
pass  plans  for  new  buildings  if  they  con- 
sidered that  they  woidd  be  seriously  out 
of  harmony  with  their  surroundings. 

“Further  prominence  was  given  to  the 
subject  by  the  Bath  Act  of  1925  which 
gave  the  Council  of  that  beautiful  old 
city  similar  powers  with  regard  to  both 
new  buildings  and  alterations  to  existing 
ones  in  the  built-up  portions  of  the  city. 

“The  powers  were  specifically  con- 
ferred in  relation  to  all  future  planning 
schemes  by  the  Town  and  Country  Plan- 
ning Act,  1932,  with  the  proviso  that 
opportunity  for  appeal  must  be  provided 
for. 

“In  order  to  assist  local  authorities  in 
exercising  this  important  but  delicate  func- 
tion . . . advisory  panels  of  architects  in 
all  parts  of  the  country  . . . give  their 
services  voluntarily  and  advise  as  to 
which  plans  should  be  rejected  and  as  to 
desirable  amendments  in  designs  which 
are  submitted.” 


It  is  vital  to  recognize  that  all  the  regulations 
or  covenants  heretofore  advocated  are  based  on 
recognized  aspects  of  the  police  power,  and  are 
to  be  imposed  democratically,  for  the  benefit  of 
the  whole  community,  rather  than  by  arbitrary 
will  of  any  individual  or  group,  to  serve  the  inter- 
ests of  a favored  few. 

“In  addition,  many  authorities,  often 
with  the  help  of  the  panels,  have  issued 
brochures  in  which  are  explained  the 
elements  of  good  design  and  the  materials 
appropriate  to  the  locality. 

“As  may  be  imagined,  results  vary 
widely,  but  on  the  whole  I think  it  can 
be  said  that  when  the  powers  are  exer- 
cised with  firmness  mellowed  by  tact  and 
discretion,  they  have  proved  most  suc- 
cessful.”* 

In  Stockholm  and  other  Swedish  cities,  no  build- 
ing may  be  erected  without  approval  of  the  build- 
ing board,  which  must  see  to  it  that  structures  are 
suitable  for  their  sites,  and  that  they  are  reason- 
ably satisfactory  from  the  standpoint  of  taste  and 
good  architecture.  Such  a board  comprises  typi- 
cally a lawyer,  a physician,  two  architects,  and  a 
building  contractor.** 

* George  L.  Pepler,  Ministry  of  Health,  Town  and 
Country  Planning  Division,  England, — Planners  Journal, 
Nov. -Dec.,  1938,  page  151. 

**  Regional  Survey  of  New  York  and  Its  Environs, 
Vol.  VI,  page  169. 
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IX. 


CONCLUSION 


It  will  be  said  by  many  persons  who  read  this 
report  (and  also  by  many  who  don’t)  that  this  is 
no  time  for  the  Commonwealth  to  consider  acquisi- 
tion of  the  Extension  Area.  .As  a matter  of  fact 
it  is  unlikely  that  any  particular  time  will  ever 
appear  entirely  propitious  for  expenditure  of  such 
a sum  as  is  involved.  It  is  conceivable  that  delay 
might  permit  purchase  sometime  at  an  even  more 
depressed  figure  than  at  present,  but  it  seems 
doubtful  wisdom  for  the  State  to  procrastinate 
merely  in  the  hope  of  further  degeneration  of 
Capitol  Park’s  environs.  On  the  other  hand  it  is 
not  unlikely  that  delay  may  see  one  or  more  ex- 
pensive structures  erected  on  some  of  the  more 
favorably-located  sites,  thus  seriously  increasing 
the  financial  problem  of  purchase  by  the  State. 
.Assuming  therefore,  that  acquisition  of  the  Exten- 
sion Area  is  a highly  desirable  eventuality,  if  not 
indeed  an  actual  necessity,  it  would  seem  wise  and 
economical  for  the  State  to  make  provision  for  its 
purchase  at  the  earliest  possible  moment. 

Some  might  question  the  advisability  of  under- 
taking the  Extension  project  until  all  details  of 
the  Brunner  Plan  have  been  completed.  The 
People’s  Court  development,  however,  cannot  be 
carried  out  until  the  five  Temporary  Buildings 
have  been  dispensed  with.  Demolition  of  the  latter 
is  not  likely  to  occur  unless  there  can  be  a more 
radical  cut  in  requirements  for  State  office  space 
than  now  appears  likely,  or  until  additional  office 
space  can  be  provided  on  State-owned  land.  The 
latter  alternative  emphasizes  the  prior  need  of  the 
Extension  Area.  Location  of  the  Northwest  Office 
Building  outside  of  that  .Area  because  the  State 
owned  no  available  site  therein  at  the  time  that  its 
construction  was  urgent  (in  order  to  take  advan- 
tage of  PW.A  funds)  should  emphasize  the  advan- 


tage to  the  Commonwealth  of  having  suitable 
building  sites  available,  under  State  control,  in  the 
right  place. 

With  all  needed  property  in  State  ownership, 
eventual  completion  of  the  Brunner  Plan  would 
be  reasonably  assured.  L'ntil  the  Extension  .Area 
has  been  procured,  however,  there  is  always  the 
possibility  that  interim  private  development  therein 
may  jeopardize  its  acquisition.  For  this  reason, 
immediate  purchase  of  the  Extension  tract  by  the 
State  is  urgently  recommended.  For  the  same 
reason  this  recommendation  also  includes  the  ob- 
taining of  additional  land  needed  at  the  eastern 
end  of  Memorial  Bridge,  as  a related  project,  but 
not  as  part  of  the  Extension  proposal. 

In  conclusion  it  seems  worthwhile  to  e.xpress  a 
hope  that  the  people  of  Pennsylvania  will  feel  an 
increasing  pride  in  Harrisburg  as  their  Capital 
City,  and  that  all  possible  steps  will  be  taken  by 
local  and  State  authorities  to  justify  such  pride. 
There  is  no  reason  why  Harrisburg  should  not  be- 
come the  sort  of  civic  symbol  for  Pennsylvania 
that  the  City  of  Washington  represents  for  the 
Nation.  .As  the  State  Capital,  it  is  appropriate  for 
Harrisburg  to  serve  as  a demonstration  of  civic 
efficiency  and  beauty  to  the  rest  of  the  State. 
.Achievement  of  that  aim  will  require  maximum  co- 
operation between  State  and  municipal  officials, 
and  above  all,  a determination  on  the  part  of 
citizens  of  the  Harrisburg  .Area  and  of  the  entire 
Commonwealth  that  their  Capital  City  shall  be- 
come second  to  none  in  the  Nation  in  the  ameni- 
ties that  it  offers,  with  particular  emphasis  on  the 
governmental  nucleus  represented  by  the  State 
buildings,  in  a dignified,  well-planned  relationship. 
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